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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1960 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 
5110, New Senate Office Building, Hon. Hugh Scott presiding. 

Senator Scorr. The committee will come to order. 

This is a hearing on S. 3019, a bill to provide for certain pilotage 
requirements in the navigation of U.S. waters of the Great Lakes, 
and for other purposes. 

(S. 3019 follows:) 


[S. 8019, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide for certain pilotage requirements in the navigation of United States 
waters of the Great Lakes, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Great 
Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960.” 

Sec, 2. As used in this Act: 

(a) “Great Lakes” means Lakes Superior, Michigan, Huron, Erie, and Ontario, 
their connecting and tributary waters, the Saint Lawrence River as far east as 
Saint Regis, and adjacent port areas. 

(b) “Secretary” means the Secretary of Commerce. 

(c) “United States registered pilot’ means a person other than a member of 
the regular complement of a vessel who holds an unlimited master’s license au- 
thorizing navigation on the Great Lakes and suitably endorsed for pilotage on 
routes specified therein, issued by the head of the Department in which the 
Coast Guard is operating under regulations issued by him, and is registered by 
the Secretary as provided in section 4 of this Act. 

(d) “Canadian registered pilot” means a person, other than a member of 
the regular complement of a vessel, who holds a master’s certificate or equivalent 
license authorizing navigation on the Great Lakes and pilotage on routes spec- 
ified therein, issued by the appropriate agency of Canada, and is registered 
by a designated agency of Canada on substantially the same basis as registration 
by the Secretary under the provisions of section 4 of this Act. 

(e) “Other officer’? means a member of the regular complement of the vessel 
concerned who is qualified for the navigation of the Great Lakes waters de- 
scribed in section 3(b) of this Act and who is either licensed by the head of the 
Department in which the Coast Guard is operating under regulations issued by 
him or certificated by an appropriate agency of Canada. 

Sec. 3. (a) The President shall designate and by proclamation announce those 
United States waters of the Great Lakes in which registered vessels of the 
United States and those foreign vessels designated by him shall be required to 
have in their service a United States registered pilot or a Canadian registered 
pilot for the waters concerned, who shall, subject to the customary authority 
of the master, direct the navigation of the vessel in those waters. These desig- 
nations shall be made with due regard to the public interest, the effective utiliza- 
tion of navigable waters, marine safety, and the foreign relations of the United 
States. 


Nore.—Professional Staff Member assigned to this hearing, August J, Bourbon. 
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(b) In those United States waters of the Great Lakes which are not desig- 
nated by the President in accordance with paragraph (a) of this section, there 
shall be on board such registered vessels of the United States and designated 
foreign vessels, a United States registered pilot or Canadian registered pilot or 
other officer qualified for the waters concerned who shall be available to direct 
the navigation of the vessel in such undesignated waters at the discretion of 
and subject to the customary authority of the master. 

(c) ‘The authority extended in paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section to 
Canadian registered pilots or to other officers certificated by Canada to serve on 
registered vessels of the United States and foreign vessels in United States 
waters of the Great Lakes shall be in effect only so long as Canada extends 
reciprocity to United States registered pilots or to other officers licensed by the 
United States, in regard to requirements established for the pilotage of Canadian 
waters of the Great Lakes. 

Sec. 4 (a) The registration of United States pilots shall be carried out by the 
Secretary under such regulations as to qualifications, terms, and conditions 
which will assure adequate and efficient pilotage service, provided for equitable 
participation of United States registered pilots with Canadian registered pilots 
in the pilotage of vessels to which this Act implies, and provide fair and rea- 
sonable opportunity for registration. Each applicant must, as a prerequisite, be 
the holder of an appropriate master’s license as described in section 2(¢c). In 
addition, the qualifications, terms, and conditions to be met by each applicant 
shall include, but not be limited to, availability for service when required and 
agreement to comply with all applicable regulations issned by the Secretary 
pursuant to this Act. Such qualifications, terms, and conditions shall not in- 
clude matters relating to a pilot’s professional competency nor be inconsistent 
with his duties under the license issued to him by the Coast Guard, which mat- 
ters shall remain the responsibility of the Coast Guard. 

(b) The Secretary shall issue documentary evidence of registration to United 
States registered pilots and such evidence shall be in their possession at all 
times when in the service of a vessel. Further, this evidence of registration 
Shall describe the part or parts of the Great Lakes within which the holder is 
authorized to perform pilotage under this Act and such description shall not be 
inconsistent with the terms of the pilotage authorization in his license. 

(c) The Secretary shall establish by regulation the period of validity of regis- 
tration of United States registered pilots. When the Secretary determines on 
the record, after notice and opportunity for a hearing, that a United States 
registered pilot has violated any regulation pursuant to this Act, he may revoke 
or suspend the registration of such pilot. The basis for such revocation or 
suspension of a pilot’s registration shall not extend to or include matters which 
may be the basis for revocation or suspension of his license by the Coast Guard 
under section 4450, Revised Statutes, as amended (46 U.S.C. 239), or under any 
other law or regulation administered or prescribed by the Coast Guard, except 
that upon revocation or suspension by the Coast Guard the Secretary shall re- 
voke or suspend the pilot's registration. The Secretary shall advise the Coast 
Guard of the name and Coast Guard license number of each pilot who has been 
registered or whose registration has been revoked or suspended. The Coast 
Guard shall advise the Secretary of the name of any registered pilot whose 
license has been revoked or suspended. 

(d) The Secretary is authorized to enter into arrangements with an appro- 
priate agency of Canada for equitable participation by United States registered 
pilots with Canadian registered pilots in the pilotage services required by both 
countries for vessels navigating the Great Lakes. To that end, the Secretary 
is further authorized to arrange with an appropriate agency of Canada for the 
number of pilots who shall be registered in each country. 

(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of any other law, the Secretary may 
authorize the formation of a pool or pools by a voluntary association or asso- 
ciations of United States registered pilots to provide such arrangements and 
facilities as may be necessary or desirable for the efficient dispatching of vessels 
and rendering of pilotage services required under the provisions of this Act. 
The Secretary may— 

(i) establish such rules and regulations for the operation of a pool or 
pools as he may deem necessary ; 

(ii) require that pooling be coordinated on a reciprocal basis with simi- 
lar arrangements established by the appropriate agency of Canada; 

(iii) limit the number of pools; 

(iv) audit and inspect the administration and operation of a pool or 
pools; 

(v) prescribe uniform systems of accounts for a pool or pools. 
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Sec. 5. (a) The Secretary is authorized and directed to establish by regula- 
tions the rates, charges, and any other conditions or terms for services performed 
by registered pilots to meet the provisions of this Act. 

(b) ‘The Secretary is authorized to arrange with the appropriate agency of 
Canada for the establishment of joint or identical rates, charges, and any other 
conditions or terms for services by registered pilots in the waters of the Great 
Lakes. 

(c) The rates, charges, and any other conditions or terms for pilotage services 
by registered pilots established by the Secretary in accordance with subdivisions 
(a) and (b) of this section shall be fair and equitable, giving due consideration 
to the public interest and the reasonable cost and expense of providing and main- 
taining such facilities and arrangements as are required for the efficient per- 
formance of pilotage services in accordance with the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 6. Any written arrangements between the Secretary and the appropriate 
agency of Canada under the provisions of this Act shall be subject to the con- 
currence of the Secretary of State. 

Sec. 7. (a) Any owner, master, or person in charge of a vessel subject to this 
Act who permits the navigation of such vessel in violation of the provisions of 
sections 8(a) and 38(b) of this Act or regulation issued pursuant thereto shall 
be liable to the United States in civil penalty not exceeding $500 for each viola- 
tion, for which sum the vessel shall be liable and may be seized and proceeded 
against by way of libel in any district court of the United States having juris- 
diction of the violation. Each day the vessel shall be so navigated shall con- 
stitute a separate violation. This subsection shall be enforced by the head of 
the Department in which the Coast Guard is operating. 

(b) Any person, not a United States or Canadian registered pilot, who directs 
the navigation of a vessel in violation of the provisions of section 3(a) of this 
Act, or regulations issued pursuant thereto, shall be subject to a civil penalty 
in an amount not exceeding $500 for each violation. Each day such person so 
directs the navigation of such vessel shall constitute a separate violation. This 
subsection shall be enforced hy the head of the Department in which the Coast 
Guard is operating. 

(c) A person who violates any regulation issued pursuant to sections 4 and 5 
of this Act shall be liable to the United States in a civil penalty not exceeding 
$500 for each violation. The provisions of this subsection shall be enforced by 
the Secretary, who may, upon application therefor, remit or mitigate the penalty 
provided for herein, upon such terms as he, in his discretion, shall think proper. 

Sec. 8. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, a vessel may be 
navigated in the United States waters of the Great Lakes without a United 
States or Canadian registered pilot when— 

(a) the Secretary, or his designee, with the concurrence of the head of 
the Department in which the Coast Guard is operating, or his designee, 
notifies the master that a United States or Canadian registered pilot is 
not available, or 

(b) the vessel or its cargo is in distress or jeopardy. 

Sec. 9. (a) No State, municipal, or other local authority shall have any power 
to require the use of pilots or to regulate any aspect of pilotage in any of the 

vaters specified in this Act. 

(b) Nothing in this Act shall apply to any vessel of the United States which, in 
its navigation of waters to which this Act is applicable, is required by any other 
Act to have in its service and on board pilots or other navigating officers licensed 
by the United States for such waters. 

(ec) This Act shall be administered and applied so as to permit Canadian 
vessels operating exclusively on the Great Lakes and the Saint Lawrence River 
to be navigated in United States waters of the Great Lakes solely by qualified 
officers certificated by Canada, so long as Canada permits enrolled vessels of the 
United States to be navigated on. Canadian waters of the Great Lakes solely by 
qualified officers licensed by the head of the Department in which the Coast 
Guard is operating. 

Sec. 10. (a) The Secretary is authorized to appoint an Advisory Committee 
of three members, each of whom shall have had at least five years of practical 
experience in maritime operations. The term for which a member may be 
appointed or reappointed shall not exceed five years. 

(b) The Advisory Committee shall meet at the call of the Secretary. The 
Advisory Committee may review proposed pilotage regulations and policies and 
make such recommendations as are deemed appropriate. 
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(c) Members of the Advisory Committee shall be compensated at a rate not 
exceeding $75 per day when actually engaged in the performance of their duties, 
together with their necessary trave: expenses while going to and from meetings 
and when engaged on business at the call of the Secretary. 

Sec. 11. (a) The Secretary may use, with their consent, the available serv- 
ices, equipment, personnel, and facilities of agencies and instrumentalities of 
the Federal Government, on a reimbursable basis when appropriate. 

(b) In carrying out the functions vested in him by this Act, the Secretary, 
subject to the standards and procedures of section 505 of the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, is authorized to place not to exceed two positions in grades 
16, 17, or 18 of the general schedule established by such Act. Such position shall 
be in addition to the number of positions authorized to be placed in such grades 
by such section 505. 

Sec. 12. If a provision of this Act or the application of such provision to any 
person or circumstances shall be held invalid, the remainder of the Act and 
the application of such provision to persons or circumstances other than those 
to which it is held invalid shall not be affected thereby. 

Seo. 13. This Act shall become effective upon the date of its enactment, except 
that the pilotage provisions of this Act shall not become effective until the first 
day of the fourth month following the issuance of regulations pursuant hereto 
by the Secretary. 

Senator Scorr. I have a statement by the chairman, which I will 
read into the record at this time. 

As the many mishaps to zessels on the Great Lakes and in the St. 
Lawrence Seaway in 1959 made clear, the need for a satisfactory 
system of pilotage for those waters is of high priority from a safety 
standpoint. 

This committee tackled the problem back in May of 1958, but found 
that the bill then before us was not satisfactory either to our northern 
neighbor country or to the European maritime nations whose vessels 
comprise a large percentage of the traffic transiting the seaway. 

The committee therefore deferred action, and requested the State 
Department to work with Canadian authorities to develop a bill that 
would be mutually acceptable. I know that the State people have 
done their best in this regard, and have been seconded ably by the 
Coast Guard and by Commerce and Maritime. 

For today’s hearing we have witnesses representing the various in- 
terests involved—Government, U.S. and foreign shipping and ship- 
pers, and the pilots themselves. I hope and believe that, with their 
help and guidance, we can come up with a final bill that will do justice 
to all concerned. 

The first witness is Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Euro- 
pean Affairs, Mr. Ivan White. 

Mr. Secretary, we are very glad to have you with us. I note that 
you have a statement. We would be very happy to have you read 
the statement or insert it in the record and proceed in your own way, 
quoting from the statement or not, as you prefer. 

Proceed in any way you like. 


STATEMENT OF IVAN B. WHITE, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF STATE FOR EUROPEAN AFFAIRS; ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE 
HAERING, CONSULTANT, DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


Mr. Waiter. Thank you. 

I have with me Mr. George Haering, consultant in the State Depart- 
ment, who has been devoting full time to the preparation of this 
legislation and to discussions with the Canadian Government. 

Senator Scorr. Weare glad to have you, too, Mr. Haering. 
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Mr. Harrine. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Wurre. I appreciate havi ing this opportunity to appear here in 
support of S. 3019, 

‘The principal purposes of this bill are to establish pilotage require- 
ments for oceangoing vessels in their navigation of U.S. w ater of a 
Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River and to provide a basis for ¢ 
regulated pilotage system to meet those requirements. Provision is 
made in the bill for the coordination of this system with a regulated 
pilotage system of Canada in the Great Lakes waters of that country 
As defines 1 in the bill the term “Great Lakes” means the Great Lakes, 
their connecting and tributary waters, = St. Lawrence River as 
far east as St. Regis, and adjacent port are 

The foreign relation aspects of this bill a are very important. Aside 
from any other considerations, the fact that United States-Canadian 
boundary waters are involved creates a practical necessity of having 
pilotage systems in the respective waters of the two countries which 
can be coordinated with each other. Moreover, previously proposed 
pilotage legislation has been the subject of protests from the Govern- 
ments of Canada, Nor way, Sweden, Denmark, West Germany, the 
Netherlands, Ireland, fialy and the United Kingdom. 

Consequently, and in line with the indicated desire of this com- 
mittee, and in view of the amendment to H.R. 57 proposed by the 
House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, the Depart- 
ment entered into a joint effort with the Coast Guard and the Depart- 
ment of Commerce to develop a draft. bill that would take into con- 
sideration the various factors which have a bearing on the pilotage 
of oceangoing vessels in the Great Lakes. 

The Bureau of the Budget has contributed effective assistance and 
advice in the development of the bill and contacts outside the Govern- 
ment having practical experience in pilotage and shipping matters 
have furnished exceedingly helpful information. Testimony pre- 
sented at past congressional committee hearings on previously proposed 
legislation has likewise been most useful. 

In the course of the development of the bill, constructive discussions 
took place between United States and Canadian officials. These 
discussions resulted in general agreement on desirable legislation as 
well as on other requirements for coordination between the two coun- 
tries to provide for compatible systems of Great Lakes pilotage. The 
results of these discussions are indicated in an exchange of aide 
memoire and supplementary letters, copies of which are being made 
available for the information of the committee. 

S. 3019 is the outcome of these interdepartmental activities as well 
as the discussions with Canadian officials, in the course of both of 
which Admiral Richmond made important contributions. My state- 
ment will deal chiefly with the general background of the bill and 
features of the bill that have a bearing upon foreign relations. 

The bill takes into consideration the testimony of a m: vjor ity of the 
witnesses at House committee hearings last year that provisions should 
be made for a regulated system of pilotage. Most of these witnesses 
favored the establishment of a joint United States-Canadian commis- 
sion for this purpose. However, differing ideas were expressed as to 
the functions and powers of such a commission. 

A study which preceded the development of S. 3019 likewise indi- 
cated that regulation by some authority is a necessary concomitant 
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of compulsory pilotage in order to assure the availability of an ade- 
quately organized group of experienced pilots who will render re- 
quired ser Vices in an efficient manner at rates and terms which will 
be fair and equitable for all concerned. The experience of States on 
the seacoast over a period of many decades has demonstrated the need 
for such regulation, not only in the interest of efficiency and ec onomy, 
but of marine safety as well. 

In case of the Great Lakes, the necessity for regulation is further 
emphasized by the need for coordination between the United States 
and Canada in pilotage matters. Canada has a system of pilotage 
which is regulated by the Department of Transport of the Canadian 
Government, and a regulated system of pilotage for U.S. waters will 
evidently be required to provide an effective basis for coordination 
which will provide for equitable participation by United States and 
Canadian pilots in the pilotage of ocean vessels navigating the lakes, 
as well as for compatibility in regulations and operational matters 
on both sides of the boundary. 

In the development of the provisions of the bill with regard to the 
regulation of pilot: age, we have had the benefit of expert informa- 
tion furnished by Capt. Hilton Lowe, president of the American 
Pilots Association. As a result of the material obtained from this 
and other sources, including our Canadian friends, provision has 
been made in S. 3019 for a regulated system which incorporates es- 
sential elements of some State pilotage systems, with such adapta- 
tions as are required to meet conditions on the Great Lakes and 
coordination with the regulated system of Canada. Among these 
adaptations is the designation of the Secretary of Commerce as the 
regulatory authority instead of a commission as proposed by wit- 
nesses at earlier congressional committee hearings. In this regard, 
a study indicated that regulation by a joint United States-Canada 
commission would apparently necessitate a considerable revision of 
existing jurisdictional arrangements as well as other adjustments in 
this country and possibly in Canada. In addition, a treaty or other 
form of intergovernmental agreement would have to be negotiated 
for the establishment of such a commission. 

Moreover, problems would have to be solved in regard to powers, 
procedures, and mechanisms whereby the commission would reach 
decisions and deal with other matters which might involve differing 
conditions or problems in the two countries. 

Under these circumstances, a lengthy period of research, discus- 
sion, and negotiation would in all likelihood be necessary as a pre- 
liminary to reaching an agreement that would provide for an effec- 
tive joint commission. Taking all these factors into consideration, 
coordination with Canada through separate but compatible regula- 
tions in each country was found to offer a more effective basis for a 
workable solution of regulatory problems within the foreseeable 
future. 

With respect to the regulation of pilotage in the U.S. waters of the 
Great Lakes by a U.S. commission, the conclusion was reached that 
the establishment. of an independent agency of this kind would not be 
in accord with Federal administrative and organizational policies, 
and would prove to be operationally more cumbersome than regula- 
tion within the Department of Commerce which is already charged 
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with responsibilities in regard to the econon llc aspects of shipping. 
Furthermore, the Secretary of Commerce is also charged with the 
direction and supervision of the wholly Government-owned Saint 
Lawrence Seaway Development Corpor: ation. 

In order to minimize adjustments and conflicts in departmental 
jurisdiction, the regulatory authority of the Secretary of Commerce 
does not extend to the issuance e, revocation, or suspension of naviga- 
tion or pilot licenses issued by the Coast Guard. Jurisdiction in 
regard to such licenses remains with the Coast Guard. 

The Secretary of Commerce is authorized by S. 5019 to register 
holders of appropriate master’s licenses issued by the Coast Guard 
for pilotage on the Great Lakes, on terms and conditions established 
by his regulations. Canada has indicated that it would be prepared 
to register Canadian pilots on a similar basis, and to allow U.S. 
registered pilots to serve in Canadian waters on vessels to which 
the bill is applicable, if Can: idian registered pilots are similarly al- 
lowed to serve on such ships in U.S. “waters. The bill provides for 
such reciprocity and, for the purpose of providing for the equitable 
participation of United States and Canadian registered pilots, the 
Secretary of Commerce is authorized to arrange w ‘ith the appropriate 
agency of Canada, the Department of Transport, for the number 
of pilots who shall be registered in each country. 

A basic pattern similar to that of State pilotage systems and to 
elements of the Canadian pilotage system has been followed in pro- 
visions of the bill for the creation of a pool or pools by a voluntary 
association or associations of U.S. registered pilots to provide the 
arrangements and facilities necessary for the eflicient despatching of 
vessels and the rendering of pilotage services required by the bill. 
The Secretary of Commerce is empowered to authorize the forma- 
tion of such ‘pools, to make regulations for their operation, and to 
conduct inspections. He may require the pooling to be coordinated 
on a reciprocal basis with similar arrangements in Canada. 

The Secretary of Commerce is authorized and directed to estab- 
lish, by regulations, fair and equitable rates, charges, and any other 
conditions or terms for serv ices performed by registered pilots to meet 
the provisions of the bill, giving due consideration to the public in- 
terest and the reasonable cost and expense of faclities and arrange- 
ments required for the eflicient performance of those services. The 
Secretary is authorized to arrange with the Canadian agency for 
the establishment of joint or identical rates, charges, and any other 
conditions for registered pilots’ services in the waters of the Great 
Lakes. 

Any written arrangements between the Secretary of Commerce 
and the Canadian agency under the provisions of the bill would be 
subject to the concurrence of the Secretary of State. 

The bill provides that the President shall designate the U.S. waters 
of the Great Lakes in which registered vessels of the United States 
and those foreign vessels designated by him shall be required to have 
in their service a registered pilot to direct the navigation of the ves- 
sel, subject to the customary authority of the master. The purpose 
of this provision is to require oceangoing vessels of all nationalities 
to have in their service a pilot having adequ: ite knowledge and ex- 
perience of navigational difficulties ‘in the waters so designated. 
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These will be the waters more commonly referred to as “restricted 
waters.” 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Secretary, would you permit an interruption 
there ? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes, sir. 

Senator Scorr. The phrase “is to require oceangoing vessels of all 
nationalities to have in their service a pilot,” and so forth—does that 
mean that they are required to employ such a pilot as a part of their 
organization or that they retain a pilot as needed from the pilot pool ? 

Mr. Wurre. The latter, sir. When the vessel reaches the point of 
restricted waters, then a registered pilot would be required to be on 
board. 

Senator Scorr. The wording of the bill makes that clear? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes; I believe so. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Wnire. The term “registered vessel of the United States” 
applies to American vessels engaged in foreign trade, as distin- 
guished from vessels proceeding under “enrollment” when engaged 
in domestic trade between U.S. ports. Enrollment is also permitted 
under existing law for U.S. vessels engaged in foreign trade between 
United States and Canadian ports on the Great Lakes and St. Law- 
rence River. With some exceptions, enrolled vessels navigating U.S. 
waters of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River must have a com- 
plement of officers holding Coast Guard pilot licenses for those waters. 

The term “those foreign vessels designated by him,” as used in 
secttion 3 of the bill, is intended to mean, in general, all foreign ships 
operating in ocean routes. If the wording of the bill had been spe- 
cifically limited to such ships, additions to or exceptions needed to 
deal with special cases that may have to be considered in the light 
of actual operations would not be possible without amending legisla- 
tion. The provisions of the bill will not be applicable to Canadian 
“lakers” and “canalers” operating within the confines of the Great 
Lawes and St. Lawrence River so long as reciprocity is extended to 
enrolled U.S. vessels as is indicated by another provision of the bill. 

The bill provides that the designation of foreign vessels and re- 
stricted waters shall be made with due regard to the public interest, 
the effective utilization of navigable waters, marine safety, and the 
foreign relations of the United States. 

In U.S. waters of the Great Lakes not designated by the Presi- 
dent—that is, so-called open waters of the lakes—vessels to which the 
bill is applicable will be required to carry a United States or Cana- 
dian registered pilot unless there is in the service of the vessel an 
officer who is qualified for the navigation of those waters and licensed 
by the Coast Guard or certificated by the appropriate agency of 
Canada; namely, the Department of Transport. It has been indi- 
cated in the aides memoire exchanged between the two Governments 
that the Canadian Government is prepared to recommend to Parlia- 
ment the enactment of such legislation as may be considered necessary 
to provide for the certification of officers of the regular complement 
of oceangoing vessels who hold an appropriate master’s license, who 
have had actual experience in the navigation of the open waters of 
the lakes through which these vessels will proceed, and who have a 
knowledge of the practice of following separate upbound and down- 
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bound courses on the lakes. In addition, such officers would be re- 

quired to evidence by examination a working knowledge of the Great 

Lakes rules of the road and a sufficient command of E1 nglish to use a 
radiotelephone. 

Admittedly, the navigation of the open waters of the Great Lakes 
does not present the difficulties or require the same degree of specialized 
local knowledge and experience as the navigation of restricted waters. 
Informants who have had practical experience in the navigation of the 
Great Lakes have expressed the opinion that the foregoing qualifica- 
tions and requirements would be sufficient from the standpoint of 
marine safety. 

The foregoing statement will indicate the general features of the 
bill which have a foreign relations aspect. Provisions of the bill in 
regard to administration and enforcement have not been covered since 
some of these functions fall within the province of the Secretary of 
Commerce while others are the responsibility of the Coast Guard, both 
of whom are represented at today’s hearing. 

In conclusion, I should like to add that the Department of State 
supports this bill as providing a workable basis for establishing re- 
quirements and arrangements for the pilotage of ocean vessels navi- 
gating the U.S. waters s of the Great Lakes, which could be coordinated 
with a Canadian system of pilotage and would give due consideration 
to marine-safety and other factors involved. E xperience may show 
that amendments may be required in the future, but in the meantime 
the provisions of the bill will provide a reasonable basis for meeting 
the urgent need of filling the void in pilotage requirements for the 
shipping to which the bill will be applicable. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Scotr. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

(Attachment to statement follows :) 


AIDE MEMOIRE 


In discussions of Great Lakes pilotage between the United States and Canadian 
officials following the receipt of the Canadian aide memoire of September 11, 
1959, the Canadian officials were informed of the provisions of a proposed draft 
bill on the subject which was prepared by representatives of interested agencies 
of the Government of the United States. 

The principal purposes of the proposed bill were to establish certain pilotage 
requirements for the navigation of U.S. waters of the Great Lakes and the St. 
Lawrence River by vessels operating in ocean routes into and from the Great 
Lakes, and to provide a basis for a regulated system of pilotage to meet those 
requirements. 

Provision was made for coordination of this pilotage system with a Canadian 
system on the basis of reciprocal recognition of, and equitable participation by, 
United States and Canadian pilots in the pilotage of the vessels to which the bill 
would be applicable. These pilots would be registered by an appropriate agency 
of their respective countries, and vessels to which the proposed bill would be 
applicable would be required to have registered pilots in their service for the 
navigation of designated U.S. waters. It is the understanding of the U.S. Gov- 
ernment that Canada would also designate Canadian waters in which the services 
of registered pilots would be required. 

In undesignated waters of the Great Lakes, the vessels to which the proposed 
bill would be applicable would be required to have on board either a registered 
pilot or an officer of their regular complement who would be qu: ee for the 
navigation of the undesignated waters and licensed either by the U.S. Coast 
Guard or the appropriate agency of Canada. 

As a result of the above-mentioned discussions, the Canadian representatives 
indicated that their Government would be prepared to submit to Parliament 
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legislative proposals which would effect coordination on the above-indicated 
basis, if the United States enacted legislation along the lines of the proposed 
draft bill. It is the U.S. Government’s understanding that provision would be 
made to restrict the registration of Canadian pilots to persons, other than mem- 
bers of the regular complement of a vessel, who hold a master’s certificate or 
equivalent license, unlimited as to tonnage, issued by the Department of Trans- 
port to authorize navigation of the Great Lakes and pilotage service on routes 
specified therein. 

The term “equivalent license” as used in the proposed U.S. draft bill would 
mean a license issued to a St. Lawrence River pilot to authorize the navigation 
of those portions of the river specified therein. In this connection Canadian 
officials explained that St. Lawrence River pilots are specially trained for 
pilotage in the districts for which they are licensed, and that they are not 
required to obtain a master’s certificate, although some do hold such a certificate. 
Under the proposed coordinated arrangements, Canada would register the holder 
of a St. Lawrence River pilot’s license solely for pilotage service on that river. 

The Canadian officials further indicated that the Canadian Government would 
include in proposed legislation such provisions as might be considered necessary 
to authorize the Department of Transport to issue certificates qualifying for the 
navigation of the “open’—that is, undesignated—waters of the Great Lakes 
those officers of the regular complements of ocean vessels who meet the following 
requirements: 

1. Hold an appropriate certificate of competency as master, valid for voyages 
in any part of the world and issued or recognized by the country in which the 
ship is registered. 

2. Having the experience of at least two round trips, within the preceding 
2 years, in the open or undesignated waters of the Great Lakes where the vessel 
will be operating. 

3. Possess a working knowledge of the Great Lakes rules of the road as evi- 
denced by examination. 

4. Have proficiency in the English language, to be tested also by examination, 
sufficient to make effective use of the radiotelephone. 

5. Have knowledge of the practice of following separate upbound and down- 
bound courses on the Great Lakes, giving due regard to the suitability of such 
courses for deep-draft vessels. 

The substance of the proposed draft bill which was the subject of the above- 
mentioned discussions is now embodied in a bill introduced in the Senate as 
S. 3019. The Government of the United States would appreciate being informed 
as to the accuracy and applicability of the foregoing understanding of the in- 
tentions of the Canadian Government with respect to S. 3019. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 

WASHINGTON, February 19, 1960. 


AIDE MEMOIRE 


An aide memoire presented to the Canadian Embassy in Washington, by the 
Department of State on February 19, 1960, outlines the manner in which 
Canadian and United States legislation aimed at establishing certain pilotage re- 
quirements for the navigation of the waters of the Great Lakes and the St. 
Lawrence River could be coordinated if the legislative proposals contained in a 
bill known as S. 3019 are approved by the U.S. Congress. In the event that that 
the bill does become law in the United States, it is the intention of the Canadian 
Jovernment to submit to the Canadian Parliament, legislative proposals which 
would effect just such a coordinated pilotage regime in the Great Lakes in the 
manner indicated in the U.S. aide memoire. 

Tne CANADIAN EMBASSY. 


WASHINGTON, D.C., February 19, 1960. 


WASHINGTON, D.C., February 19, 1690. 
Ivan B. Wire, Esq., 
Deputy Assistant Secretary, Bureau of European Affairs (EUR), Department of 
State, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Mr. WHITE: The agreement of the Canadian Government which is trans- 
mitted coneurrently herewith to the terms of the aide memoire in regard to the 
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bill on Great Lakes pilotage is subject to the following reservation. Section 9¢ 
of the bill does not fully meet the Canadian requirements in that lake vessels 
which occasionally operate through the St. Lawrence to the Maritime Provinces 
in the Canadian coastal trade are not covered. The Canadian Government con- 
siders that these vessels should be covered and understands that the U.S. officials 
concerned with this matter are sympathetic to the Canadian position. 

During discussions between the appropriate officials of our two Governments, 
the U.S. officials indicated that the position of such vessels could be protected 
under section 3a by not being designated pursuant to the section. 

We would appreciate receiving assurance that in the event S. 3019 is enacted 
into law, the Department of State will recommend to the President that Cana- 
dian vessels operating primarily on the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River 
which make occasional trips to the Canadian Maritime Provinces in the Canadian 
coastal trade be excluded from the designation of foreign vessels to be made by 
the President under section 3a of the said bill. 

Yours sincerely, 
S. F. Rag, Minister. 


FEBRUARY 19, 1960. 
Hon. Saut F. Rag, 
Minister, Canadian Embassy, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Rae: With reference to your letter of this date in which you re- 
quest assurance that, in the event S. 3019 is enacted into law, the Department 
of State will recommend to the President that Canadian vessels operating pri- 
marily on the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River which make occasional trips 
to the Canadian Maritime Provinces in the Canadian coastal trade be excluded 
from the designation of foreign vessels under section 3(a) of the said bill, I 
take pleasure in stating that the Department will make such a recommendation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ivan B. WHiIrE, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Ruropean Affairs. 

Mr. Bourson. The bill provides that the requirements regarding 
pilotage will take effect 4 months after enactment. Do you think that 
there will be time to make all the necessary arrangements in the 4 
months? 

Mr. Wuire. Vis-a-vis the Canadian Government, I think it will be 
possible. 

Mr. Haertne. If I may explain that portion of the bill: The intent 
is that after the bill is passed, the President will have to designate the 
waters, restricted waters as the first step. Thereafter the Secretary 
of Commerce, or his designees, the staff, will have to hold hearings on 
regulations and so forth, and of course the Canadian Government will 
also have to have compatible legislation, and there will have to be 
coordination between the two Departments, that is, the Secretary of 
Commerce and the Minister of Transport. 

After that has been done, then 4 months are allowed after the regu- 
lations have been issued in order, if pilot associations are designated, 
to provide the necessary arrangements and get whatever system is 
developed into working order. ‘That is the purpose of this provision, 
to allow sufficient time. 

Mr. Bourson. Is there sufficient agreement as to what should be the 
restricted waters that would require the registered pilots? 

Mr. Harrrne. There is general agreement on certain waters. There 
are differences of opinion as to other waters—I think possibly this 
could be discussed more fully by the Commandant of the boast Guard, 
who is present here today. 

Mr. Bourson. Do you know whether Canada would require its regis- 
tered pilots to be Canadian citizens as we require our pilots to be 
US. citizens? 
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Mr. Harrtna. We understand such to be the case. 

Mr. Bourson. There is talk of a B license which would be permitted 
to be granted to officers of foreign shipping. I wonder whether that 
phase of it has been discussed ? 

Mr. Harrrne. The so-called B certificates would be issued to officers 
of foreign vessels, but they would be good only for the open waters. 

Mr. Bourson. Open waters? © 

Mr. Harrine. Yes. 

Mr. Bovurson. Is it anticipated that there will be sufficient qualified 
men in each country to supply the necessary registered pilots? 

Mr. Haerrtnea. This is one of the problems. As far as we know, in 
the beginning it may make itself felt because we have rather high 
standards, which will possibly restrict the number of people available. 
But since Canada already has a system in operation, we are not 
starting from scratch. 

The principal problem may be the number of pilots of sufficient 
qualification that are available on the American side. I think Canada 
is probably better fixed for that purpose than we are. 

Mr. Bourson. One other question would seem to concern the State 
Department, and that is the question of assuring U.S.-registered 
pilots an even break in employment. You know we have had com- 
plaints over the months that the Canadian immigration people would 
not let our pilots in to take over these ships coming into Canada be- 
cause they said it would deprive their pilots of work. 

Have they given any assurance of a change in attitude? 

Mr. Harrre. If this bill is enacted, we have a reciprocity provi- 
sion in it, and I think that reciprocity provision will be sufficient to 
assure that there won’t be any difficulties on that point. 

Mr. Bourson. In the talks has that question come up, as to the fact 
that our pilots have been barred and that steps must be taken to as- 
sure that that won’t happen in the future ? 

Mr. Harrine. We are confident that Canada will take care of that 
angle; the Canadian officials. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you. 

Is there anything else, Mr. Secretary or Mr. Haering ? 

Mr. Wuire. No, sir. Thank you very much. 

Senator Scorr. The next witness is Adm. Alfred C. Richmond, 
Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard. 

Admiral, this committee is always glad to see you and hear from 
you. You have a statement. Will you proceed in your own way. 


STATEMENT BY VICE ADM. ALFRED C. RICHMOND, COMMANDANT, 
U.S. COAST GUARD 


Admiral Ricumonp. I have a statement. I have with me officers of 
my staff to assist me in answering any questions which the committee 
may have. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear today in 
connection with S. 3019, a bill to provide for certain pilotage require- 
ments in the navigation of U.S. waters of the Great Lakes and for 
other purposes. 

The navigation of foreign vessels while in U.S. waters of the Great 
Lakes has been a matter of concern to the Coast Guard for the past 
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several years, causing considerable study of the question of requiring 
that they carry pilots or other officers qualified to navigate those 
waters. 

The Coast Guard’s interest and only object ive in this matter has. 
been to assure a reasonable degree of maritime safety in U.S. waters 
of the Great Lakes. If that objective is to be achieved I believe that 
there must be a requirement that the navigation of the total mass of 
shipping using the Great Lakes be in competent hands. Since such a 
requirement does not exist, I feel that legislation in that regard is 
necessary. 

Until recently, maritime traffic on the Great Lakes consisted almost 
entirely of vessels in the Great Lakes fleets of the United States and 
Canada. By law U.S. “lakers” are required to be manned by officers 
licensed by the Coast Guard for navigation on the vessel’s route. 

Canadian “lakers” also are manned by officers qualified for navi- 
gation of the Great Lakes. Furthermore, these vessels ply the same 
waters year after year so that the personnel manning them become 
highly skilled in Great Lakes navigation and acquire an expert local 
knowledge of the waters in which they routinely operate. 

Unfortunately, the same degree of competency is not required in 
the transient vessels. There is no law requiring registered vessels of 
the United States or foreign vessels using the Great Lakes to have in 
their service any person skilled in Great Lakes navigation. In the 
face of constantly increasing numbers of such vessels, this statutory 
deficiency is serious and may cause the prevalent level of maritime 
safety in U.S. waters of the Great Lakes to deteriorate to an unsatis- 
factor y level. 

During 1957, after thorough consideration of this safety problem, 
the Coast Guard sponsored proposed legislation to require competent 
manning of all vessels using U.S. waters of the Great Lakes. This 
led to the introduction of S. 2096 and H.R. 7515 during the 85th 
Congress. 

However, for reasons familiar to you, neither was enacted. H.R. 57, 
which incorporates the provisions ‘of the earlier H.R. 7515, is pres- 
ently pending in the House. From the standpoint of maritime safety, 
these bills could have provided a suitable solution to this problem. 

Considering the bill under consideration, S. 3019 contains provi- 
sions with respect to registration of pilots, regulation of rates for 
pilotage services, and associated matters which the Secretary of Com- 
merce would administer. The predecessor bills, just discussed, had 
no similar provisions. 

Otherwise, sections 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 of S. 3019 incorporate the basic 
safety elements of the earlier, Coast Guard sponsored bills, differing 
from them in the administration of its provisions and 1 in variations 
resulting from other provisions of the bill concerning pilot regis- 
tration. 

Briefly, section 2 defines certain terms as used in the bill and specifies 
the basic qualifications for registered pilots and other officers. See- 
tion 38 would require that foreign vessels designated by the President 
and registered vessels of the United States be ni wigated by United 
States or Canadian registered pilots while in those waters of the 
United States that the President may designate. In other waters 
of the Great Lakes such vessels would be required to have a registered 
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pilot or other qualified officer, licensed by the United States or certifi- 
cated by Canada, on board and available to direct her navigation at 
the discretion of the master. 

Section 3 also contains a reciprocity provision to assure that U.S. 
pilots and other officers would have the same authority in Canadian 
waters as we extend to Canadian-licensed pilots and other officers in 
U.S. waters. 

Section 7, paragraphs (a) and (b), provides penalties for viola- 
tions of section 3 and further provides for enforcement to be by the 
head of the department in which the Coast Guard is operating. 

Section 8 provides relief from the provisions of the bill when the 
vessel or its cargo are in distress or when the Secretary of Commerce, 
with the concurrence of the head of the department in which the 
Coast Guard is operating, notifies the master that registered pilots are 
not available. 

Section 9 would deny State, municipal, or other local authority the 
power to require pilotage in waters of the Great Lakes, make clear 
that the bill does not apply to any vessel required by other act. to have 
pilots, and provides for reciprocity in the treatment of enrolled vessels 
of the United States navigating Canadian waters and of Canadian 
“lakers” and “canalers” navigating U.S. waters of the Great Lakes. 

Since these provisions of the bill would establish a statutory re- 
quirement, where none now exists, that the navigation of these for- 
eign vessels and registered vessels of the United States be in competent 
hands, favorable consideration of S. 3019 is recommended. 

Section 7, paragraphs (a) and (b), could be improved by small 
changes in language which would specify the violation to be penalized 
more clearly. In the interest of so clarifying these provisions, the 
following revision is offered. And I might say, Mr. Chairman, before 
I make this suggestion, that I have not had the opportunity to talk 
this change over with the Bureau of the Budget, the Department of 
State, or the Department of Commerce representatives. However, 
since the change is only in the interest of clarity and in no way changes 
the substance of section 7, I do not feel that they would have any 
objection. 

Section 7 would read : 

Sec. 7. (a) Any owner, master, or person in charge of a vessel subject to this 
Act who permits the navigation of the vessel by a person not a registered pilot 
in the waters designated by the President pursuant to section 3(a) of this Act 
or who permits the navigation of the vessel without having on board a registered 
pilot or other officer in the waters described in section 3(b) of this Act shall be 
liable to the United States in a civil penalty not exceeding $500 for each viola- 
tion, for which sum the vessel shall be liable and may be seized and proceeded 
against by way of libel in any district court of the United States having juris- 
diction of the violation. Each day the vessel shall be so navigated shall con- 
stitute a separate violation. This subsection shall be enforced by the head of 
the department in which the Coast Guard is operating. 

Senator Scorr. In other words, if the person in charge of the vessel 
is a registered pilot, this provision doesn’t apply ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is correct. This is the violation, sir. It 
might be better if counsel would like to change the remark on the bill 
in front of him. I would indicate the change. On page 7 we would 
recommend that starting with the last word of line 24 “such”, strike 
out from there through line 1 on page 8 through “thereto” and sub- 
stitute the following words: “The vessel by a person: 
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Mr. Bourson. I can get that, Admiral. 

Admiral RicHmonp. We substitute words in there. Then in sec- 
tion(b) you would strike out the words in line 10 “United States or 
Canadian” and in lines 11 and 12 “In violation of the provisions of” 
and substitute there. 

Now I will finish reading (b) as it would be amended : 

(b) Any person not a registered pilot who directs the navigation of a vessel 
subject to this act in the waters designated by the President pursuant to section 
3(a) of the act shall be subject to a civil penalty in an amount not exceeding 
$500 for each violation. Each day such person so directs the navigation of the 
vessel shall constitute a separate violation. This subsection shall be enforced 
by the head of the Department in which the Coast Guard is operating. 

Briefly what it does, it changes the provision from a general viola- 
tion of section 3 to the specific act which you are penalizing. 

Senator Scorr. I have no questions, Admiral. 

Do you have any ¢ 

Mr. Bourson. Yes. 

Admiral, are you pretty well satisfied that this bill will do the job 
that needs to be done? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bourson. Do you see any particular problems facing you? 

Admiral Ricumonp. The Coast Guard? No, sir. 

Mr. Bourson. How about the question of requirements of pilot- 
age? Are the Canadian requirements for pilotage on the Great Lakes 
as strict as yours ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I can’t really answer that question specifically 
because the Canadian requirements for pilots are different than our 
requirements. In other words, a pilot is truly a pilot, whereas with 
us what we call a pilot is also a licensed officer. 

Being certified or licensed as a pilot on the Great Lakes on a U.S. 
vessel is really licensing that officer as a mate as well asa pilot. Our 
system is different than the Canadians, so I can’t give you a direct 
answer. 

Mr. Bournon. None of the Canadian pilots serve as officers on ves- 
sels; is that it? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Not as such. They are probably, as a condi- 
tion precedent to getting their pilotage license, licensed officers of the 
Canadian merchant marine, but they are not serving as officers of the 
ship; that is correct. 

Mr. Bourson. This question came up at our previous hearing. 
Would it be possible, under the present Canadian license procedures, 
for anyone to become a registered Canadian pilot who does not have 
experience on the Great Lakes, whose work has been in running maybe 
from Canada to Cuba, we will say ? 

It was asserted, when you were here before on this bill, by some of 
these Great Lakes people, that it would be possible for a man without 
any experience on the Great Lakes to have the necessary license from 
Canada. 

Admiral Ricumonp. Let me put it this way: There is no require- 
ment in law that you have a pilot on, strictly speaking, Great Lakes 
waters, as we are speaking about here at the present time. 

If you are speaking in your question to the licensing provisions for 
officers on the Great Lakes, as I understand the Canadian law—and 
I am not an expert on it—it would be entirely possible for a Canadian 
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laker to be operated by officers of the Canadian merchant marine who: 
had had no experience on the Great Lakes. But that is a condition 
that had been in existence for a great many years. 

Mr. Bourson. Do you think it is possible that men without any 
Great Lakes experience can now come in and be registered pilots / 
Have the Canadians given any indication that they are going to 
require a certain let eth of Great Lakes experience / 

Admiral RicumMonp. No. My experience with the Canadians is 
that I am quite sure that they would not register as a pilot somebody 
who did not have the necessary lecal experience. 

Mr. Bourson. Would they have the advantage of our pilots? For 
instance, you require, do you not, a certain length of time, a certain 
number of voyages on the Great Lakes, before a man can get a master’s 
license ? 

Take the case of Grace Line and Export Lines, whose ships are 
coming into the Great Lakes. Do you think it is possible that they 
can meet the requirements of this bill by having a qualified officer 
as a member of their crews, or will their men have to make a certain 
number of trips in and out of the Great Lakes before they can qualify, 
and will these vessels in the meantime have to have a registered pilot 
on board all the time? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I think in the final analysis—speaking of Grace 
and Export—I think, irrespective of how many trips—and this is 
really a question that Commerce will have to answer, and not I— 
irrespective of how many trips the personnel of the Grace and FE xport 
Lines may make, and irrespective of whether or not we grant them a 
pilot’s license for the Great Lakes, it will still be a matter of whether 
they can be registered under the regulations which the Secretary of 
Commerce will issue. 

If any one of those officers who have met the Coast Guard require- 
ments are registered, then at that time it could be that that vessel 
would be free from the requirement of taking an extra body aboard. 
But I don’t think the question of trips is involved in this, sir, 

Mr. Bovrron. I am not talking now of the registered pilot, but of 
the other qualified pilot. Do you think it is possible that this year. 
for example 

Admiral Ricumonp. Under this law, sir, it doesn’t make any dif- 
ference how qualified the personnel would be. If they are not regis- 
tered, the minute that they enter the restricted waters they must have 
a registered pilot aboard. 

Mr. Bovurron. But I am talking about the open waters. I am talk- 
ing about whether it would be possible for Grace and Export Lines, 
if they have other qualified officers—— 

Admiral Ricumonp. Certainly. There is nothing restrictive on 
that. 

Mr. Bovurnon. Before they are registered or permitted by the Sec- 
retary of Commerce, they have to have certain basic qualifie ations 4 

Admiral Ricumonp. Certain basic Coast Guard qualifications; yes. 





sir, 

Mr. Bovreon. So your qualification must be precedent to any action 
by the Secretary of Commerce ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is right. 
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Mr. Bournon. As to any other qualified officer, will the Secretary of 
Commerce have anything to do with him? I thought that he would be 
registered by the Coast Guard, or passed by the Coast Guard. 

‘Admiral Ricrrmonv. That is correct, t, if I understand the question as 
you intended. 
~ Let’s clear the air. Are we talking about the B certificate or the 
certificate required for the restricted waters / 

Mr. Bourson. We are talking about open waters. There has been 
talk right along that Canada was going to issue a B certificate. 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is correct. 

Mr. Bourson. The question was whether they would permit some 
vessels to come in without the other qualified officer who would have 

the necessary experience, that you will require for other qualified 
officers on our ships. 

Admiral Ricumonp. As Secretary White indicated, the Canadian 
Government has indicated that they are going to require certain quali- 
fications before they issue the so-called B certificate. 

Mr. Bovurson. They haven’t said whether they are going to 
require—— 

Admiral Ricumonp. By general agreement. It has not been set 
down specifically, but it will presumably be and it is set. forth in the— 
it has been discussed presumably, as was indicated. They must have 
a working knowledge of the English language. They must have a 
working knowledge, and it must be tested by examination, of the Great 
Lakes “rules of the road.” They must have had previous experience 
over the area to be covered within a reasonable time before the current 
trip over the area to be covered by the current trip. 

Mr. Bournon. Do you think it would be in keeping with the recipro- 
cal principle of this bill if the Canadian people were to license, we will 
say, officers of Scandinavian or Dutch or other vessels to be the quali- 

fied officer? In other words, that they would not iequire them to be 
Canadian citizens? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I don’t think they intend to, sir. I think this 
bill contemplates exac he that, the licensing of Scandinavian, German, 
French, Dutch, providing they meet these standards for operation in 
the open lakes. 

Mr. Bourson. Thank you. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you, Admiral. 

The next witness, U “te Secretary of Commerce for Transporta- 

tion, the Honorable John J. Allen, Jr. 

John, Tam glad to see my old colleague here again. Weare always 
very happy to see you. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you. 

Senator Scorr. You may proceed as you wish. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. ALLEN, JR., UNDER SECRETARY OF 


COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF COM- 
MERCE, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Auten. It is a pleasure to be here, Mr. Chairman. I have a 
short statement which I would like to read into the record. 

[ appreciate this opportunity to present the views of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce with respect to S. 3019, a bill providing for the 
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establishment of pilotage requirements for navigation of the U.S. 
waters of the Great Lakes. 

In view of the fact that the Department of State had reviewed 
the steps leading to introduction of the bill and commented on its 
purpose, and the Coast Guard has commented on those provisions 
which would be administered by the Treasury Department, I propose 
to confine my comments to provisions of the bill which would be 
administered by the Secretary of Commerce. 

The Department of Commerce did not support H.R. 57, which 
is pending in the House of Representatives. The Department be 
lieved that pilotage requirements on the waters involved should be 
closely coordinated between the United States and Canada, and that 
regulations prescribed by this country should not be inconsistent 
with those of Canada. 

S. 3019 represents the result of coordination between the Depart- 
ments of State, Trea sur, and Commerce, and the Bureau of the 
Budget. The bill recognizes the responsibilities of the Department 
of State with respect to foreign relations, and those of the Coast 
Guard with respect to safety. 

The Secretary of Commerce would be vested with authority under 
the bill to prescribe and administer regulations for the pilotage of 
vessels to which the bill applies. Specifically, the Secretary would 
have authority to: 

1. Regulate the number of pilots and assure the continued avail- 
ability of qualified personnel oom registration. 

2. Provide for equitable p: articipation of United States registered 
pilots with Canadian registered pilots in the pilotage services re- 
quired by both countries “for the navigation of vessels on the Great 
Lakes. 

3. Authorize the formation, and provide for the supervision, of 
pilotage pools. 

4. Establish the rates, charges, or other conditions for services by 
a pilots. 

Enforce those penalty provisions of the act relating to his re- 
iicuitendibies. 

The Secretary also would be authorized to appoint an advisory 
committee of three members, who have had practical experience in 
maritime operations, for the purpose of like recommendations 
with respect to pilotage regulations and policies. He also would be 
able to use, with their consent and on a reimbursable basis, the serv- 
ices, facilities, and personnel of other agencies of the F eder ‘al Gov- 
ernment. 

The pilotage provisions of the bill would not become effective until 
the first day of the fourth month following the issuance of regula- 
tions by the Secretary. 

At the present time, the Canadian Government has an organiza- 
tion in the Nautical Division of the Department of Transport which 
regulates pilotage in certain Canadian waters. This organization 
regulates pilotage fees, and exercises supervision over pilotage in 
general. The Canadian organization provides some indication of 
what may be required for the exercise of those functions which would 
be vested in the Secretary. In addition, statistical information on 
vessel transits and traffic patterns between ports on the Great Lakes 
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which we already have for the 1959 season, and which will be 
available on a current basis, will assist in determining the type of 
organization and manpower required. 

The St. Lawrence Seaway has just completed its first full year 
of operation with respect to deep-draft oceangoing vessels. ‘The 
regulation of pilotage by our Government has been delayed because 
of the national and international interests that have been involved. 
However, we believe that this delay is justifiable since the bill in- 
corporates what this Department considers to be a reasonable and 
practicable solution of the pilotage problem. We further believe 
that the proposed pilotage system envisioned in this bill, when op- 
erated in conjunction with the proposed Canadian system, will ade- 
quately meet the requirements of both countries, as well as provide 
equitable treatment of third nation vessels. 

The Department urges that the bill be given favorable considera- 
tion by your committee. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you, John. 

Mr. Bourson. Mr. Secretary, are you and the Commerce Depart- 
ment satisfied that there will be no disadvantage to American ships 
proceeding in there by reason of the requirement that if they don’t 
have a registered pilot in the open waters, they will have aboard 
another qualified oflicer with the necessary Great Lakes license? 

Mr. Aten. I am satisfied that the provisions of the bill are such 
that the problem can be worked out if any disadvantage appears. 

Mr. Bourson. You don’t see any present disadvantage to our two 
lines that are going in there, against the foreign lines that are 
coming in? 

Mr. AuuEN. No. 

Mr. Bourson. In the matter of the Canadian B license? 

Mr. Atien. I suppose the fact that Canadian vessels and some 
other foreign-flag vessels have had the experience of going in would 
be an advantage in a sense. But insofar as a legal advantage is 
concerned, I see no disadvantage to American shipping. 

Mr. Bourson. |] am thinking particularly with regard to the pilot- 
age requirements for licensing in the two countries. 

Mr. Auuen. I take it that you are speaking of having a member 
of the ship’s officer staff to be the qualified officer in the unrestricted 
waters? 

Mr. Bourson. That is right. 

Mr. Auten. There I presume that the Department would look to 
the Coast Guard as to the type of certificate that would be recog- 
nized for navigation in the waters involved. But the law itself seems 
to me adequate to permit the necessary negotiations and recognition of 
an appropriate certificate. 

Mr. Bourson. That is all. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you very much, John. 

The next witness is Capt. W. Hilton Lowe, president of the Amer- 
ican Pilots Association. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. W. HILTON LOWE, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
PILOTS ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Lowe. I am Capt. W. H. Lowe, president of the American 
Pilots Association, an organization comprised of 42 State pilot asso- 
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ciations whose members pilot foreign and domestic shipping into and 
out of the various seaports of the U nited States. 

[ appreciate the opportunity to appear here today in support of 
S. 3019, a bill to provide for certain pilotage requirements in the 
navigation of U.S. waters of the Great Lakes, and for other purposes. 

Several years ago, in the interest of safe navigation and being fully 
mindful of the growing need for a competent and well-founded pilot- 
age service on the Great Lakes, the American Pilots Association made 
a thorough study of the situation with a view to determining whether 
the State pilotage system, which has been in operation for the past 
176 years, could be extended to cover the ports of the Great Lakes. 

As a result of this study we concluded that the conditions and 
circumstances prevailing on the Great Lakes are entirely different 
from those in our ocean seaports and coastal waters. 

We were convinced that State control of pilotage on the Great 
Lakes would be a rather complex and cumbersome arrangement. I 
understand that the individual States would probably not have the 
authority to make coordinative arrangements with the Federal Gov- 
ernment of Canada, which has jur isdiction in Canadian waters. 

In any case each of the eight States of the United States, which 
border on the Great Lakes, would have to establish separate pilotage 
authorities under their own respective State laws. Each of these 
would undoubtedly involve separate rules and regulations, separate 
pilot organizations, separate pilot stations, and other related facilities. 

We could foresee considerable diffic ulty in determining just where 
the authority of one State ceased and another commenc ed. In addi- 
tion to these problems the States would have to give full consideration 
to the provisions of the boundary waters treaty of 1909 in regard to 
navigation on the Great Lakes. 

Under State pilotage, the reciprocity provisions of this treaty 
would create a multiplicity of responsibilities on the part of the re- 
spective States in adhering to its provisions. This would not pre- 

sent a workable program and the State pilotage system would not be 
sufficie ntly adaptable for serving the navigational needs of the Great 
Lakes. 

The American Pilots Association has consistently taken this posi- 
tion in the interest of cooperating both with the Government and 
industry in arriving at a workable solution to the problem. 

Other bills prev iously before the Congress have been designed to 
establish Federal control of pilotage on the Great Lakes. "This is 
certainly essential and in the interest of marine safety. It was 
principally for this reason that we supported S, 2096, TLR. 7515, and 
H.R. 57 in previous sessions of the Congress. 

It is recognized, however, that these prev ious bills did not prov ide 
a full solution to the many problems of Great Lakes pilotage. The 
hearings and subsequent studies arising out of them did much, how- 
ever, to improve legislative proposals. 

After Congress adjourned last year, various persons interested 
in the Great Lakes pilotage problem suggested that I make a further 
study of the situation with respect to piloting on the open waters of 
the lakes, as well as in the confined areas. It was felt that every 
effort should be made to secure a practical and unbiased version of 
the navigational problems involved. This I have tried to do with 
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the thought that it might prove of value to persons interested in 
developing pilotage legislation for the lakes. 

On November 2, 1959, in keeping with the above suggestion, I made 
a trip from Chicago to Montreal on the MS Prins Willem Van 
Orange, a Dutch passenger vessel, owned by the Fjell-Oranje Lines. 
We left Chicago at 7 a.m. and sailed through Lake Michigan arriv ing 
at the Straits of Mackinac a little before midnight. The straits 
connect Lakes Michigan and Huron. 

The Prins Willem is a little over 400 feet long and from the stand- 
point of bridge equipment and competent officers, I have never been 
on board a_ better ship. The vessel had the latest charts and the 
ship’s position was plotted from Chicago to Montreal. The Great 
Lakes Rules of the Road were posted under glass where they could 
readily be seen. 

Reports, such as weather and notices to mariners, were readily 
available. The radio was constantly in operation and_ properly 
manned by English speaking officers. All bridge equipment ap- 
peared to be in working order. When the officers relieved each other, 
they did so with a minimum of reporting. 

This was particularly noted by both Capt. Art Hendrickson and 
myself when the ship was approaching the Straits of Mackinac. 

Captain Hendrickson is a Great Lakes retired captain who was 
taking the trip and acting as an adviser to me. When the relieving 
officer took over the navigation of the ship at midnight he piloted 
the vessel through the straits in an admirable manner. Certainly 
the ship was adequately piloted but, equi uly important, she was prop- 
erly equipped for navigation on the Great Lakes. 

From the standpoint of equipment and efficiency, it has been my 
experience that all ships are not the same. I have been on board 
some ships that would have no right to navigate on the waters of the 
Great Lakes, even with a pilot on board, until and unless they took 
the proper steps to qualify. 

Without such steps being taken they would definitely constitute a 
menace to the navigation of other vessels which were properly equip- 
ped and efficiently manned. The captain and every officer of the 
Prins Willem agreed with this opinion. On my tr ip t hrough the lakes 
I spoke to the officers of two other foreign ships in regard to vessels 
qualifying for lake navigation and they were all in complete accord 
with the opinion that a ship which is not properly equipped is a men- 
ace to Great Lakes navigation. TI am confident that the captains of all 
Great Lakes ships would agree with this opinion. 

I, therefore, believe that all vessels sailing on the waters of the 
Great Lakes should be properly equipped for the purpose. I have 
particular reference to up-to-date charts, Great Lakes Rules of the 
Road, and all of the information essential to such navigation. 

Tn addition, all vessels should have a radio in use, manned by 
English-speaking officers. All other bridge equipment should be in 
working order, and any officers of the vessels desiring to pilot in the 
open waters of the Great Lakes should have had some previous expe- 
rience on those waters. 

I realize that such a program would require some form of inspection 
for ocean vessels wishing to enter the lakes, and this would have to be 
by means other than S. 3019, which is properly confined to pilotage. 
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This is not an insurmountable problem. I believe it can be handled 
by other means. 

The Canadians have had some program along these lines in the past. 
I understand, however, it was more of an educational program than 
one of inspection. With some encouragement, I believe the Cana- 
dians would accept the responsibility for the inspection of such vessels. 
This would seem practical since all vessels must enter the Great Lakes 
through the Canadian waters of the St. Lawrence. 

I have dwelt at some length on the proper equipment and qualifica- 
tion of ships themselves. Equally important is the matter of quali- 
fied pilots and the waters in which such pilots should be required. I 
believe I am qualified to speak on this subject. 

Prior to the time I became president of the American Pilots’ “3 
sociation, I had been an active pilot in the port of New York for : 
years. During that time I piloted over 5,000 vessels of almost every 
description. They included such ships as the SS United States, the 
Queen Mary, Queen Elizabeth, plane carriers, battleships, super- 
tankers and freight vessels, of every ni itieinndieny Based upon these 
years of experience and the recent survey I made on the Great Lakes, 
I have arrived at the following firm conclusions: 

As for the confined waters of the Great Lakes, I believe it is essen- 
tial, as perhaps does most everyone else, that all ocean vessels be re- 
quired to employ a duly licer ised pilot for those waters. In my con- 
sidered opinion, however, it would be most unfair to require a vessel 
in the category of the MS Prins Willem Van Orange, or any other duly 
qualified or equipped vessel, to employ a pilot, or pilots, for the open 
waters of the Great Lakes, nor do I believe this to be essential in the 
interest of safety. The bill before the committee supports both of 
these positions. 

In addition the bill, among other things, makes provision for vessels 
to have duly qualified and experienced oflicers. It provides for regis- 
tration of pilots, organization, administration, ratemaking and reci- 
procity with our Canadian neighbor. I believe these provisions to 
be well conceived. 

In conclusion, it is my understanding that S. 3019, introduced by the 
chairman of this committee, has been favorably reviewed by the 
various executive departments who would have responsibilities in 
the administration of the program, that its general provisions will not 
meet with disfavor on the part of Canada, our sister nation on the 
Great Lakes; and that it has been developed after consultation with 
those in industry having practical experience in navigation and _pilot- 
age. The American Pilots’ Association appreciates the courtesies 
shown to it in this regard. 

I believe the bill will provide an appropriate means of assuring 
adequate pilotage for our commerce in these inland waters. As with 
any legislation, experience may suggest modifications from time to 
time to meet new and unforeseen needs. This is true in many cases 
where new fields of endeavor are entered. 

It is my judgment, however, that the bill as drafted will meet with 
the objectives sought and I recommend its favorable consideration 
by this committee and its passage by the Congress. 


Q 
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Senator Scorr. Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Bourson. Do you think that it will be possible for the Secre- 
tary of Commerce to insist that there be the sort of examination that 
vou suggest at Montreal ? 

* Mr. Lower. I don’t think, Mr. Bourbon, there would be any ques- 
tion about that, because I believe the Canadian Government, as 1 un- 
derstand it, is well prepared to do that. 

Mr. Bourron. Will any of the 42 State pilot associations that are 
members of your association be put out of business or otherwise 
affected seriously and permanently by this bill 4 

Mr. Lowe. No; not. in any way. 

Mr. Bournon. They are the pilots that bring the ships into the 
various ports—Chicago, Toledo, and such? 

Mr. Lowe. No, they are not in that group. We have no State pilots 
on the Great Lakes. 

Mr. Bourson. You have not? 

Mr. Lowe. No, sir. 

Mr Bourvon. At the present time how are the ships conducted, we 
wil] say, into Chicago and Detroit? Do you have to take a pilot? 

Mr. Lowe. By pilots who are now on the lakes, or by Canada, with 
what they term “sailing masters,” men who are licensed to pilot on 
the waters of the Great Lakes. 

Mr. Bovrnon. Has it been reported to you that our pilots have not 
been able, in the last few months, to get aboard the incoming ships 
because they were not permitted to go into Canada ? 

Mr. Lowe. Not in the last few months. I haven't heard that. That 
could be so but I haven’t heard anything about that. It appears to 
me—anad I have talked to the pilots on this trip I made, at various 
confined sections of the lakes—they all seemed satisfied that there 
would be equal participation. It is true that the pilots I did meet 
were Canadian pilots. But I feel confident, from my conversations 
with various people who are concerned with that, that there will be 
no problem there. 

That will be all ironed out. 

Mr. Bournon. Was your pilot on the Prins Willem a Canadian ? 

Mr. Lower. In the open waters, as I have said here, the officers of 
the ships directed the navigation of the vessels and did the piloting. 
When they came to confined waters the pilots taken aboard were 
Canadians. 

Mr. Bourson. And they were taken aboard in each case from 
Canada, or were any of them taken from the American side? 

Mr. Lowr. No, one was taken at Lake Huron just before they en- 
tered I believe the Detroit River, and then there was another pilot 
came aboard at Port Weller, and of course, at Kingston. They were 
all Canadians. 

Mr. Boursron. That is all. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you very much, Captain Lowe. 

Our next witness is Capt. John M. Bishop, secretary-treasurer, In- 
ternational Organization of Masters, Mates & Pilots. 
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STATEMENT OF CAPT. JOHN M. BISHOP, SECRETARY-TREASURER, 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION OF MASTERS, MATES, AND 
PILOTS, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Bisuor. I am Capt. John M. Bishop, secretary-treasurer of the 
International Organization of Masters, Mates, and Pilots. This state- 
ment is submitted in behalf of my organization, which is an affiliate 
of the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Or- 
ganizations, with jurisdiction to represent all deck officers in the 
U.S. merchant marine. 

On the basis of the experience of some 500 masters and mates, mem- 
bers of this organization, who are employed in shipping on the Great 
Lakes, I am pleased to reflect their strong endorsement for the initia- 
tion of a pilotage system to handle the increased number of vessels 
coming into the United States and Canadian waters of the Great Lakes 
via the St. Lawrence Seaway. This organization has been placed on 
record previously as endorsing legislation to require pilots aboard the 
vessels while in transit on the St. Lawrence Seaway and while sailing 
on the Great Lakes. 

After studying the provisions contained in S. 3019, and in con- 
sideration of the many facets connected thereto, especially wherein 
a second country is involved, we wish to compliment the people who 
drafted this proposed legislation. 

We wish to be recorded as endorsing S. 3019 and recommend its 
passage with the reservation that if experience indicates the necessity 
for the 1 requireme nt as provided on page 3, line 10, section 3(b), there 
upon S. 3019 should be amended to prov ide, by Presidential proclama 
tion, other waters not heretofore designated but included under the 
requirement provided in section 3(a), which in fact would require 
a registered pilot in the so-called open waters of the Great Lakes and 
on other waters not designated heretofore. 

I would like to express my appreciation to the members of this com- 
mittee for the opportunity to be heard in behalf of this most important 
legislation. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you very much, Captain Bishop. 

Mr. Bourson. Captain, do I understand that your organization fa 
vors having the registered pilot at all times that the ship is in the lakes? 

Mr. Bisuor. I would like to make it very clear at this time, and ac- 
cording to the testimony given in the brief, that we endorse this legis- 
lation. However, if through experience, after the proposed Jegisla- 
tion is in effect, experience warrants the necessity of amending this leg- 
islation to provide that registered pilots be aboard in the open waters. 
then we recommend at that time amendments to this legislation. 

If I may elaborate just one second further: 

We wish to be on record that if this legislation which we are en- 
dorsing is not sufficient to eliminate or prevent severe casualties in the 
Great. Lakes or open waters area, then we endorse further amend- 
ments to this legislation. 

Mr. Bourson. Do you speak for Captain Johnson’s group, too 4 

Mr. Brsuor. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Bovrron. He has submitted a statement. He wasn’t scheduled 
as a witness. He hadn't asked to be. I wondered if he goes along a 
hundred percent with your statement ? 
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Mr. Bisnop. I note with interest, skimming over Captain Johnson’s 
brief, he elaborates further on some of the particular mechanics of this 
bill. But the statement which I make on behalf of the international 
reflects the general attitude of the organization, sir. 

Mr. Bourson. We may or may not have time to get to Captain John- 
son later. 

Mr. Bisnop. I understand, sir. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you very much, Captain Bishop. 

Mr. Brsuop. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Scorr. The statement of Captain Rolla R. Johnson will be 
introduced in the record at this time, subject to the possibility that he 
may later want to testify. Captain Johnson is president of the Great 
Lakes District and international vice president of the Masters, Mates, 
and Pilots, testifying in regard to S. 3019. 


STATEMENT OF ROLLA R. JOHNSON, PRESIDENT OF THE GREAT 


LAKES DISTRICT AND INTERNATIONAL VICE PRESIDENT, MAS- 
TERS, MATES, AND PILOTS 


Mr. Jonnson. My name is Capt. Rolla R. Johnson, president of the 
Great Lakes District, Masters, Mates, and Pilots. 

The function of our Great Lakes district is to represent masters, 
mates, and pilots licensed by the U.S. Coast Guard sailing on the 
Great Lakes and the seaway. 

We have worked for many years toward the passage of a pilotage 
bill that would protect every American and Canadian sailing these 
waters. While we cannot term this as the proper pilotage bill, we are 
giving it our reluctant support, and feel the following recommenda- 
tions for amendments to this bill should be given serious consideration. 

In the Shipping Act of Canada, it clearly states if a pilot is used in 
Canadian waters he must be a Canadian. S. 3019 says the pilotage 
shall be reciprocal. Will we have the assurance of the Canadian 
Government that they will stop their discrimination against the 
American pilots and the American shipowners, this should be plainly 
defined and agreed to, as far east as Father’s Point or Father’s Point 
west. 

As it is a well-known fact the Canadian Government acting on the 
recommendation of the Shipping Federation of Canada who are 
agents for foreign shipowners, plans to issue licenses for these waters 
to foreigners, regardless of their competency. <A salt water license 
does not qualify a man to pilot the Great Lakes and seaway. It should 
be stated in S. 3019 that only a citizen of the United States or Canada 
can be licensed by the Coast Guard or certificated by the appropriate 
agency of Canada. 

No provision has been made for an apprenticeship for a master to 
qualify as a pilot. It is a requirement of our organization for any 
master before he can become a pilot must make the necessary appren- 
tice trips to prove his competency in handling the vessels. 

It is most important to the safety of navigation that this bill pro- 
vide for apprenticeships. During the 1959 season, there was more 
than $10 million in damage on the Great Lakes due to collisions, 
strandings, and sinkings, caused by the inability of foreign masters to 
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pilot these waters. This has increased the insurance rates 55 to 60 
percent. 

We are in full accord with the provision that rates and charges and 
other terms for pilotage service be fair and equitable but feel these 
should be equivalent to our American standards. The highest pilotage 
bill from our organization in 1959 was $900, billed to the Isbrandtsen 
Steamship Co., Inc. This was from Cape Vincent to Chicago and 
return to Cape Vincent, a trip of 18 days’ duration. A bill such as this 
certainly cannot be considered exorbitant. 

The supervision of the pilotage should remain with the Coast Guard 
as they are already doing an excellent job. To change this to the 
Commerce Department at a time when everyone is preaching economy 
in the Government would not. be proper. Also, the regulations of the 
pilots’ fees should be under the direction of the Labor Department. 

Inasmuch as Federal pilotage does not completely control the coasts, 
the Great Lakes States cannot have their rights for State pilotage 
denied. © 

I wish to thank you for your consideration in allowing our Great 
Lakes District, Masters, Mates, and Pilots, an opportunity to be heard 
on this most important legislation. 

(The: following was received for the record:) 


INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION OF MASTERS, MATES AND PILoTs, 
Cleveland, Ohio, February 25, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: Enclosed please find a letter from Capt. Norman 
S. Johnston, pilots’ representative and business manager of the Canadian Great 
Lakes & Port Weller-Sarnia Pilots. 

This letter was sent to me while I was in Washington for the hearing on 
S. 3019 as Captain Johnston hoped to have this included in my statement on 
S. 3019. Inasmuch as the letter was not delivered in time, I would appreciate 
it very much if you will incorporate this letter with my statement in the minutes 
of the hearing. 

With kindest regards, I remain, 

Very truly yours, 
Capt. Rotia R. JOHNSON, 
President, Great Lakes District Local 47. 


Port DALHOUSIE, ONTARIO, February 22, 1960. 
Capt. Rota R. JOHNSON, 
President, Great Lakes District I.O.M.M.P., 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaR CapTaAIN: Thank you very much for sending me a copy of the new 
pilotage bill (S. 3019) to be cited as the Great Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960. 

It seems to be a very good bill excepting for one reason—section 2(E) other 
officer and its definition. This paragraph is also referred to in several places 
in the bill. 

It would appear that this is very much similar to the B license that Canada 
was thinking of issuing to the foreign and british shipmasters and other officers 
for open-lake pilotage. In my opinion and many others, for efficiency, safety, . 
and economy this is a very wrong thing to do. 

On behalf of the Canadian Great Lakes & Port Weller-Sarnia Pilots, I would 
therefore kindly ask of you to strongly protest to the proper Washington authori- 
ties any issuing of any license whatsoever by Canada or the United States for 
open-lake pilotage to a foreign or British shipmaster or other officers. We 
must make certain that only a Canadian or American citizen who is a qualified , 
pilot is on call as a pilot aboard ship on a 24-hour basis for open-lake pilotage. 

All one has to do is to look at the tabulated losses of shipping accidents on 
the Great Lakes and seaway in 1959 to see how necessary this is for efficiency, 
safety, and economy. 
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The pilotage pools would have to be international in scope. This, then is a 
simple problem and can be easily worked out between our two countries with 
our two pilotage groups cooperating to the fullest extent. 
Yours fraternally, 
Capt. NorRMAN §S. JOMNSTON, 
Pilots’ Representative and Business Manager, 
Canadian Great Lakes & Port Weller-Sarnia Pilots. 
Senator Scorr. The next witness is Marvin Fast, executive direc- 
tor, Great L.ales Commission. 


STATEMENT OF MARVIN FAST, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, GREAT 
LAKES COMMISSION, ANN ARBOR, MICH. 


Mr. Fasv. Mr. Chairman, my name is Marvin Fast. I am execu- 
tive director of the Great Lakes Commission, which is a joint advisory 
agency of State governments on Great Lakes programs and issues. 

We have submitted, in advance, two documents and request at this 
time that they be included in the record, and with your permission I 
would like to make a few additional comments. 

Senator Scorr. These documents referred to will be included in the 
record at this point. 

Mr. Fast. The bill before the committee appears to meet substan- 
tially all of the recommendations which the Commission has outlined 
in these two documents, and we are therefore pleased to add our sup- 
port to the bill before the committee. In arriving at this decision we 
base our action on four major considerations. 

First, that the bill establishes a Federal rather than a State system 
of pilotage on the Great Lakes. As a joint agency of State govern- 
ments we concur in that approach. 

Secondly, it provides for close cooperation and coordination with 
Canada in establishing this pilotage system. While it thus does not 
completely conform with the recommendation which we had made 
for an international joint commission, we now concur that this ap- 
proach, which is embodied in this bill, represents a more practical 
and workable solution. 

Third, the bill provides the governmental regulation of pilotage 
which we have been recommending. It thus adopts and incorporates 
the feature which so uniformly and consistently is a characteristic 
of pilotage where pilotage is a matter of State responsibility. 

Finally, the bill provides what seems to be a reasonable and accept- 
able compromise on the issue of pilotage on the open waters of the 
Great Lakes. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, we believe that the bill would pro- 
vide a workable and realistic solution to the problem of Great Lakes 
pilotage which would both provide greater marine safety and pro- 
mote the economic success of the St. Lawrence Seaway. We therefore 
urge approval of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I also have a copy of an editorial that appeared in 
the Milwaukee Journal on February 19, and comments on this pro- 
posed legislation. I request that it be made a part of the record. 

Senator Scorr. It will beso received, Mr. Fast. 

Mr. Bourson. The two matters that you want inserted are your 
letter of May 29, 1959, and the statement authorized June 3, 1958. 

Mr. Fast. That is correct, sir. 
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(The matter referred to is as follows :) 
[From the Milwaukee Journal, Feb. 19, 1960] 
A Goop PILOTAGE BILL, at LAST 


The long fight for reasonable pilotage requirements in the Great Lakes, to 
head off a “featherbunking” rule that would have saddled prohibitive costs on 
foreign ships, now nears successful conclusion. 

A proper bill has been worked out in the proper way—jointly by the United 
States and Canada through diplomatic channels—and hearing on it will open 
before the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee in Washington, 
Monday. It will be made wholly reciprocal through parallel legislation by 
Canada. 

This came about only after Congress had twice been alarmingly tempted by 
the Coast Guard bait—a claim that safety required licensed pilots throughout 
the lakes, even during the 80 percent of the time when vessels are docked or 
sailing open waters. Since United States and Canadian captains are so licensed 
anyway, this was aimed at foreign vessels, and interests hostile to a flourishing 
seawuy were quick to support it. Canada properly resented it, and objected. 
So, of course, did seaway port interests like Milwaukee. 

The new bill provides that the President will designate Great Lakes waters— 
presumably limited to certain locks, canals, and restricted channels—in which 
a registered United States or Canadian pilot will be required on board. It au- 
thorizes international arrangements to regulate the pilotage service, including 
rates. 

In undesignated waters ships will need only to have one of their own officers 
qualified for lakes navigation and so certified by either country. In practice 
Canada, being the point of entry into the waterway, will do most of this certi- 
fying. And most foreign ships will have captains or mates with the necessary 
command of English; sailing experience and knowledge of local sailing rules. 
Many of them, in fact, could qualify as pilots if allowed. 

This must certainly satisfy any reasonable concern for navigational safety. 
Since it is an administration measure, the Coast Guard has to acquiesce in it. 
As an agreed bill with Canada, it recognizes the necessity for international 
collaboration in regulating an international waterway. Its prompt passage will 
be a happy end to what had threatened to be a sticky business. 


GREAT LAKES COMMISSION, 
Ann Arbor, Mich., May 29, 1959. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Great Lakes Commission appreciates the oppor- 
tunity afforded it by the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries to present 
its views on the problem of pilotage on the Great Lakes at hearings on H.R. 
57 on April 22.°To further clarify the Commission’s position we respectfully 
request that this letter also be included in the record. 

The Commission’s opposition to H.R. 57 is based on two objections. First, 
the requirement that pilots be aboard at all times while a vessel is on the Great 
Lakes, even in open waters, is unnecessarily severe and would result in unfair 
economic hardship. Second, nowhere in the bill is there authority for the 
supervision and control which so significantly and uniformly are features in 
pilotage regulations where these are a matter of State responsibility and which 
are required in the public interest. 

With reference to the first objection, it is recognized that the U.S. Coast 
Guard is among the highest of the authorities on matters of marine safety and 
that its views therefore concerning the need for pilots on the open waters of 
the Great Lakes deserve very careful consideration. We point out, however, 
that other authorities on marine safety—including the Department of Trans- 
port of the Government of Canada and shipping lines with many years of ex- 
perience on the Great Lakes—disagree with the position taken by the Coast 
Guard. Indeed, in the view of these latter authorities, H.R. 57 in its present 
form inadequately recognizes the needs of marine safety on the open waters 
of the Great Lakes. Its inadequacy in this respect, as other witnesses pointed 
out, lies in its failure to examine the competency of the officers of the ship, 
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on whom fall the primary responsibility to navigate the open waters, to navigate 
these waters. 

Where such competency does not exist, the Commission would agree with the 
Coast Guard’s recommendation that there should be in the service of the vessel 
a qualified pilot to insure its safe navigation on the open as well as the re- 
stricted waters. Conversely, however, where such competency does exist, the 
requirement that a special pilot be abroad while the vessel is on the open waters 
of the Great Lakes is unnecessarily severe and could result in unfair economic 
hardship. 

With reference to the objection that H.R. 57 does not provide authority for 
the supervision and control which are required in the public interest, the Great 
Lakes Commission reiterates its suggestion that the bill be amended to authorize 
establishment of a joint United States and Canadian commission to regulate 
pilotage on the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River. Only through such gov- 
ernmental regulation and supervision of pilotage can the Government fulfill 
its obligation, based on its investment and interest in the economic success 
of the seaway, to establish and maintain conditions which will facilitate com- 
merce on the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence waterway and thus insure the sea- 
way’s success. Failure by the Government to institute such regulation and super- 
vision could lead to chaotic conditions, unjustified exploitation of compulsory 
pilotage requirements and pericdic disturbances which, at the minimum, would 
seriously impede maximum utilization of this waterway. 

We hope that the committee will recognize the need for the regulation of 
pilotage in these waters by a joint commission of the United States and Canada 
such as we recommend and that H.R. 57 will be amended to authorize the estab- 
lishment of such a joint agency. Should the committee, however, decide against 
such action, we strongly recommend as an alternative that H.R. 57 be amended 
to provide appropriate procedures, under governmental auspices, for the media- 
tion and arbitration of disputes that may arise between vessel operators and 
the pilots. 

While this alternative recommendation in our judgment is less satisfactory 
than the joint commission which is our first and primary recommendation, it 
would apply to the problem of pilotage in these waters governmental policies 
and procedures that have proved effective in other modes of transport. 

Consideration of these views by the committee is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 


MARVIN Fast, Executive Director. 


STATEMENT BY THE GREAT LAKES COMMISSION ON GREAT LAKES PILOTAGE 
(Authorized June 3, 1958) 


The Great Lakes Commission recommends to the President, the Department 
of State, the Senate, and the House of Representatives, the negotiation of a 
treaty between the United States and Canada, and the enactment of implement- 
ing legislation, such treaty to provide for the appointment of an international 
joint commission to regulate pilotage on the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River 
in the public interest. 

In advancing this recommendation, the Commission emphasizes the public 
interest in the waterborne commerce on the Great Lakes and the St. Lawrence 
Waterway, and in the economic success of the seaway. We submit that the 
appropriate agencies of Government have an obligation, based on the public 
interest, to establish and maintain conditions which will facilitate this commerce 
and promote the success of the seaway. In the instance of pilotage on the Great 
Lakes and the St. Lawrence River, we submit the appropriate agency to execute 
this governmental obligation is an international joint commission of the United 
States and Canada which, by supervising a system of pilotage fair and equitable 
to both the pilots and the vessels, can guarantee the protection of the wider 
public interest. Our reasons in proposing an international joint commission of 
the United States and Canada are the obvious interests and rights of both nations 
in the waters of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River, and our duty to pre- 
serve cordial relations with our friendly neighbor to the north. 

The Great Lakes Commission does not oppose enactment of legislation intended 
to effect high standards of marine safety on the Great Lakes and on the St. 
Lawrence River. We understand that to be the purpose of the bill now before 


54442—60——-3 








30 GREAT LAKES PILOTAGE 


Congress developed by the Coast Guard and endorsed by the American- and 
Canadian-flag operators on the Great Lakes. We agree that action is needed 
in the interest of marine safety to extend pilotage requirements on the Great 
Lakes and St. Lawrence River to vessels presently not subject to such require- 
ments. We agree further that such additional action should not apply to United 
States-flag vessels presently operating in the Great Lakes since existing law 
already requires these vessels to carry a master and other competent pilots and 
personnel licensed by the Coast Guard for the particular waters of the Great 
Lakes wherein the vessel trades. Finally the Commission, a joint agency of 
the States, concurs in the view that the special nature of the situation on the 
Great Lakes—which, apart from Canadian authority, involves eight States— 
makes action by the Federal Government preferable to State action. 

The Commission respectfully directs attention, however, to an important fea- 
ture of the system of pilotage prevailing on the Atlantic, gulf, and Pacific coasts. 
Pilotage on these coasts, except for vessels under enrollment, by consent of the 
Federal Government, is a State function. The statutes of the maritime States 
on these coasts provide for extensive supervision and control of pilotage by 
official governmental boards. State rules covering pilotage regulate numerous 
phases of pilotage, including the number of pilots, licensing and suspension, fees 
and rates, conduct of pilots, and their employees, and the settlement of differ- 
ences between pilots and those dealing with them. This supervision and control 
appears to characterize the laws in all States with long experience in pilotage 
matters. It has been endorsed by the American Pilots’ Association, the national 
organization representing State pilots, in the following words: 

“American pilots in their daily work must bear heavy burdens of responsibility 
primarily supported by their native ability, the continuing discipline of their 
training, and their abiding realization of the importance and dignity of their 
traditional activities. The laws of the several maritime States wisely decree 
that official boards, by exercising an extensive supervision and control over the 
pilots of their States, shall assume a considerable portion of the _ pilots’ 
responsibility.” 

The legislation now before Congress, S. 2096 and H.R. 7515, provides that no 
vessel shall navigate U.S. waters west of St. Regis on the St. Lawrence River 
and on the Great Lakes without a qualified pilot licensed either by the United 
States or Canada. The regulations which the Coast Guard is authorized to 
issue under the bill are restricted to designating certain waters in which the 
pilot or other qualified officer shall, subject to the customary authority of the 
master, direct the navigation of the vessel. Nowhere in the bill does there 
appear any authority for the supervision and control which so significantly and 
uniformly is a feature in pilotage regulations where these are a matter of State 
responsibility. The bill thus seems to lack entirely the regulatory features 
which in the public interest parallel and accompany the official status and legal 
monopoly conferred on pilots by comparable State statutes. 

The Great Lakes Commission is confident that the Congress and the Executive 
recognize the importance of marine safety on the Great Lakes. We are hopeful 
that the Congress and the Executive also will recognize the benefits of the super- 
vision and control characteristic of State pilotage systems, and the desirability 
of instituting comparable regulations, to be administered by a joint United 
States and Canadian Commission, in pilotage requirements for the Great Lakes 
and St. Lawrence River. By so doing the Federal Government will promote not 
only improved marine safety on a waterway of increasing importance and traffic. 
It also will insure that the system established will be fair and equitable to both 
the pilots and the shipping public. 


Senator Scorr. The next witness is Lyndon Spencer, president of 
the Lake Carriers’ Association. 


STATEMENT OF LYNDON SPENCER, PRESIDENT, LAKE CARRIERS’ 
ASSOCIATION, CLEVELAND, OHIO 


Mr. Spencer. My name is Lyndon Spencer. I appear before this 
committee on behalf of Lake Carriers’ Association, an organization 
consisting of some 32 vessel companies which own or operate in the 
aggreg: 1te 316 American-fl: ag Great Lakes bulk cargo vessels. Over 
the years we on the Great Lakes have been particularly proud of the: 
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remarkable record of safety of navigation which our vessels have 
achieved. These are the busiest waterways of the world and they 
have been the safest. They were made safe by the continued ob- 
servance of sound navigation practices and the enactment of intelli- 
gent navigation laws. Now that record is being jeopardized by 
numerous overseas-flag vessels which, in their navigation, all too 
frequently disregard established Great Lakes practices ‘and applic able 
laws. That is why Lake Carriers’ Association has long advocated 
the imposition of appropriate pilotage requirements on overseas- 
flag vessels while navigating within the confines of the Great Lakes. 

Since its inception in 1892, our association has been charged by its 
member companies with the duty of advancing safety of navigation 
on the Great Lakes. To that end we arnestly supported S. 2096 
and H.R. 7515, relating to pilotage requirements for overseas-flag 
vessels, when those measures were pending before the 85th Congress. 
Last year we strongly advocated the adoption of H.R. 57, a similar 
bill. 

In each of my appearances before this committee and the House 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries in connection with that 
legislation, I detailed at length the collisions and some of the near 
co.lisions that have occurred because of the disregard by overseas- 
fiag vessels of Great Lakes laws, practices and procedures, There 
should be no need to repeat that story now. The record of those 
hearings is available. 

What needs to be said now is that the lack of any pilotage require- 
ment for overseas-flag vessels during the navigation season of 1959 
resulted in at least two major collisions, both of which took place in 
the open lake. Specifically, I refer to the collision which occurred 
in the open waters of Lake Huron between the Liberian vessel Mon- 
rovia and the Canadian-owned Royalton, and the collision in Lake 
Erie between the Swedish vessel Signeborg and the American-owned 
Charles S. Hubbard. It is my earnest vee that had the pilotage 
requirement of H.R. 57 been in effect last year, these collisions would 
not have occurred. In each instance, the overseas-flag vessel did not 
have a qualified pilot on watch and was not following the prescribed 
open lake course. 

As is well known, Lake Carriers’ Association for many years has 
advocated the necessity, solely in the interest of safety, of having the 
navigation of overseas-flag vessels while on the Great Lakes under the 
direction and control of persons holding an unqualified license for 
those waters. This is the requirement under present law for U.S. 
Great Lakes vessels, which can be navigated only by federally li- 
censed pilots. For these reasons we feel the present bill, inasmuch as 
it requires registered on on overseas-flag vessels only in certain 

waters of the Great Lakes desi ignated by the President, is not entirely 
adequate. 

Our association is concerned with safety throughout the length and 
breadth of the lakes. S. 3019, while proposing reasonable sti andards 
in some areas, would, in others, permit foreigners to pilot vessels in 
the waters of the United States on the basis of some as yet undefined, 
unstated, and presumably lesser standard. Thus the bill compro- 
mises safety and makes unprecedented concessions to overseas-flag 
vessels. 
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Undoubtedly it will be argued that some such concession is neces- 
sary because of the economic burden which legislation like H.R. 57 
would place on overseas-flag vessels. Such arguments have no merit 
for the economic cost of the present pilotage requirements for our 
own Great Lakes vessels far exceeds any added cost which the owners 
of overseas-flag vessels would incur as a result of the pilotage re- 
quirements w hich this association has so long advocated. 

To my knowledge, no other sovereign n: ution in the world licenses 
foreigners as pilots i in its territorial waters. While it would be pre- 
sumptive for me to attempt to tell the Congress of the United States 
what it should do in international affairs, I must express a deep per- 
sonal opinion that the proposed concession to foreigners does chip 
away some of the value of U.S. citizenship. 

During a joint meeting held in January 1959, Lake Carriers’ Asso- 
ciation and. Dominion Marine Association adopted a resolution favor- 
ing H.R. 57, which was under consideration at that time. The posi- 
tion of the two associations on the matter of pilotage on the Great 
Lakes was reaffirmed at another joint meeting held in in January 1960. 
These two associations represent at least 95 percent of the commercial 
vessels operating solely on the Great. Lakes under the flag of either 
Canada or the United States. With the chairman’s permission, I 
shall read the resolution of January 28, 1960, which is as follows: 


JOINT RESOLUTION CONCERNING PILOTAGE ADOPTED BY THE DOMINION MARINE 
ASSOCIATION AND THE LAKE CARRIERS’ ASSOCIATION MEETING IN WASHINGTON, 
D.C., oN JANUARY 28, 1960 


Whereas safety of navigation is a primary and continuing concern of all 
Great Lakes vessel owners, seamen, and Canadian and U.S. authorities; and 

Whereas it is essential in the interest of marine safety that all vessels navi- 
gating the waters of the Great Lakes and the river St. Lawrence have on board 
personnel who possess, to the satisfaction of either Canadian or U.S. authorities, 
such familiarity with local conditions affecting navigation on those waters and 
the pilot rules applicable thereto, as is now required of navigating officers for 
Great Lakes vessels of the United States and Canada; and 

Whereas it would appear unreasonable to assume that the Government of 
Canada or of the United States can guarantee that masters and officers of ocean 
vessels will observe Great Lakes rules and regulations without requiring the 
presence of a pilot or sailing master on board : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Dominion Marine Association and Lake Carriers’ Association, 
in joint meeting assembled at Washington, D.C., this 28th day of January 1960, 
do hereby urge the Governments of Canada and the United States to take 
prompt action to require that all merchant vessels of 300 gross tons or over 
navigating the Great Lakes and the river St. Lawrence have on board and 
available for duty as required by the regulations of either Government, navigat- 
ing personnel whose competency for such navigation has been certified by either 
Government; and be it further 

Resolved, That the two associations make known to the Governments of 
Canada and the United States their opposition to the payment of compulsory 
pilotage dues by vessels already having on board qualified navigating officers 
license either by Canada or the United States for the waters of the Great Lakes 
and St. Lawrence River. 


As expressed by the foregoing resolution, Lake Carriers’ Associa- 
tion prefers that the Congr ess require registered pilots on oversea- 
flag vessels throughout U S. waters of the Great Lakes. We realize, 
however, that this ‘proposed legislation—sS. : yas prepared jointly 
by the Departments of State and Commerce and the Coast Guard. 
If it is the sense of this committee and the Congress that: designation 
of the waters of the Great. Lakes wherein registered pilots are to be 
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required on oversea-flag vessels is to be left to the President, we will 
not oppose that view inasmuch as the need for some pilotage require- 
ment is indeed urgent. 

I cannot emphasize too strongly the urgency of the situation which 
is upon us. Something must be done promptly or surely there will 
be more costly ac cidents and probably loss of life. The matter of 
pilotage legislation for the Great Lakes has been under study for sev- 
eral years. While the problem is being pondered, collisions continue. 
If S: 3019 will in some measure reduce the hazard which the oversea- 
flag vessel has created on the Great Lakes, this association cannot op- 
pose its adoption. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you. 

Senator Lausche, do you have any questions 

Senator Lauscne. Has the conflict of opinion which existed a year 

‘ two ago been resolved, about the type of bill that ought to be 
adopted to insure safety of the ships? 

Mr. Srencer. The only conflict of opinion that I know of, Sena- 
tor, was that between representatives of the foreign interests and 
representatives of the U.S. interests. I assume that inasmuch as 
this bill has been worked out by the State Department and has been 
worked over with Canada, that difference has been resolved. 

Senator Lauscnue. Either last vear or 2 years ago there was testi- 
mony offered showing what the added costs would be in the operation 
of the ships and th: ut except for certain narrow straits these added 
pilots would be unnecessary. Am I correct in that recollection ? 

Mr. Spencer. You are correct in that; yes, sir. 

Senator Lauscue. I think they pointed out that in the majur por- 
tion of the travel the extra pilot would have nothing to do. That is, 
after he got by certain narrow straits there would be no problem. 
That has been resolved ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Srencer. It has not been resolved to our satisfaction; no, sir. 
We are still of the opinion that fully qualified pilots should be on 
board these vessels at all times, just as they are required on U.S. 
vessels. 

The Government of the United States makes no distinction between 
open waters and restricted waters as far as the pilots on our vessels 
are concerned, and we believe that is necessary for all vessels to have 
full safety. However, as I say in here, we realize that our chances 
of getting that are very light. If the State Department is going to 
accede to the wishes of the for ‘eign governments, then we won’t get it, 
and we might as well admit it and take what we can get. 

Senator Lauscnur. I have nothing further. 

Mr. Bournon. As Senator Lausche has pointed out, the real ob- 
jection of all the foreign lines before was the added cost of keeping 
aman aboard 20 or 24 di: ays, When he might be absolutely necessary for 
only 4 or 5 days. Inline with that, your statement that: 

Such arguments have no merit, for the economic cost of the present policy 
requirements for our own Great Lakes vessels far exceeds any added costs which 
the owners of oversea-flag vessels will incur as a result of the pilotage re- 
quirements—- 
would you explain that high cost on the American vessels? 

Mr. Srencer. Yes, sir. We pay our officers from four to five times 
as much as the officers on foreign ships. We feel that part of that 
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increased cost is due to the fact that these officers must all be licensed 
pilots. They have to take a very strict and thorough examination in 
all the w aters of the Great Lakes, not just so- called restricted wate rs, 
but in the open waters. They must know every light, every shoal, 
every buoy, and everything else in the open waters just as they must 
know in the restricted waters. They must make so many trips, 12 trips 
over those open waters, just the same as they do over the restricted 
waters. 

Mr. Bourson. Your statement, then, about foreign pilots would 
indicate that you believe it would definitely be the Canadian purpose 
to register the officers on these foreign ships as qualified officers ? 

Mr. Spencer. That, Mr. Bourbon, is my personal opinion. I just 
hate to see the sovereign gover nment of the United States license for- 
eigners to navigate vessels in its waters. I fr: ankly state that that is 
not an official position of the Lake Carriers’ Association. That is my 
own statement; I hope I made that clear. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Spencer. Thank you for listening tome. 

Senator Scorr. Mr. ‘Alvin Shapiro, vice president of American 
Merchant Marine Institute, Inc. 


STATEMENT OF ALVIN SHAPIRO, VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., WASHINGTON, D.C.; AC- 
COMPANIED BY E. C. KOMINSKY, STEAMSHIP OPERATIONS 
COMMITTEE, AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Suariro. My name is Alvin Shapiro. With me is Capt. E. C. 
Kominsky, of our steamship operations committee. 

I am vice president of the American Merchant Marine Institute, the 
largest national association representing American ship owners and 
operators. Some of our member lines operate under subsidy and 
others do not. Together they represent a substantial majority of our 
total American-flag fleet of tankers, freighters, and passenger ships 
operating on al] four coasts of the United States. 

Our organization has consistently supported every genuine effort 
to improve safety at sea and lessen the hazards of navigation. We 
wholeheartedly support, therefore, the basic principles involved in 
S. 3019, but will urge certain amendments which will strengthen and 
clarify the provisions as introduced. 

Although there is at present on the books a law requiring the serv- 
ice of qualified piloting skills on United States and ‘anadian vessels 
navigating solely on the Great Lakes, there is no statutory require- 
ment that oceangoing vessels of any flag have this skill available while 
in U.S. waters. 

Fundamentally, this bill would require oceangoing vessels to have 
on board a pilot or other qualified officer in navigating U.S. waters of 
the Great Lakes, connecting and tributary waters, and the St. Law- 
rence River as far east as St. Regis. In areas generally considered 
restricted, said individual would direct the navigation, while in less 
restricted areas an individual of the same skill or, at a minmum, 
qualified for nonrestricted area navigation, must at least be on board. 
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I need not attempt to impress this committee with facts well known 
about the tremendous increase in vessel traffic into and out of our 
Great Lakes marked particularly by the opening, last year, of the 
St. Lawrence Seaway to oceangoing vessels. This means that naviga- 
tion in these long stretches of water may well continue to be menaced 
if skilled pilots or other officers fully qualified and thoroughly knowl- 
edgeable about the waters in which they sail are not directing or 
available to direct the navigation of these ships during the course of 
their voyages in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence area. 

It seems to us entirely proper to look ahead to ever-increasing in- 
tensity of use of these waters with concomitant navigation problems 
and seek now, rather than later, to remedy serious deficiencies in pres- 
ent law. ‘These statutory deficiencies may become catastrophic reali- 
ties when navigation opens in the spring. 

In practically every port in the world pilots are required by law. 
By consent of our Government, pilotage in this country generally has 
been handled as a State function, and each harbor has its pilot organi- 
zation operating under State control. As applied to waters of the 
Great. Lakes, however, State control would be entirely impractical 
because of the fact that at least eight States would be involved plus, of 
course, the Canadian Government. It would be practically impos- 
sible, and in many ways disadvantageous, to set up separate organi- 
zations to operate in limited parts of the area. We believe, therefore, 
that S. 3019 is a workable plan for minimizing the hazards of navi- 
gation in the area, and offers the best prospect for speedy enactment. 

I believe the committee should know that on three prior occasions 
we have appeared before congressional committees urging enactment 
of a somewhat different proposal pointing in a similar direction. 
There remains today, in fact, a House committee-approved bill known 
as H.R. 57 on which the full House has not acted. Many alleged 
shortcomings of that proposal have been itemized by a variety of op- 
ponents. It would not be productive for me to now evaluate those 
criticisms since, in fact, the prospects for enactment of H.R. 57 are 
indeed dim. It may well be that even in regard to S. 3019 objection- 
ists will point out a number of shortcomings aimed at frustrating this 
legislation. In this connection, I want to note two facts: 

(1) Our suggested amendments are not aimed at frustrating enact- 
ment of a reasonable proposal ; and 

(2) Considering the fact that we are applying a new system to a 
new area, bordering on the jurisdiction of two governments, no pro- 
posal even approaching perfection could possibly be developed at this 
time. S. 3019 will be short of perfect, but it is a starting point—a 
very essential starting point. And I am certain only the course of 
experience under it will make it possible to evolve an even more work- 
able program. 

May I reiterate that the present lack of perfection in this basic 
proposal should in no way act as a barrier to its enactment? 

Apart from its merit as a starting point, the bill before you provides 
a basis for resolving international issues as between the two Federal 
Governments involved. It provides a basis for the establishment of 
reasonable rates; fair distribution of jobs between citizens of the 
United States and Canada; and adequate supervision of the com- 
petency and discipline of the personnel who will be involved. 
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Nevertheless, may we take the liberty of suggesting the following: 

In S$. 3019 Congress has undertaken to legisl: ate on many matters 
normally falling within the purview of the Coast Guard. In earlier 
proposals, serious questions were raised about the designation of re- 
stricted versus nonrestricted areas. During the course of this dis- 
cussion all parties were reasonably aware of what was intended to be 
designated as a “restricted” area. We therefore suggest that this area 
be specifically spelled out in the legislation rather than proceeding 
with the unique proposal of having the President designate these 
waters. 

Since Congress is undertaking in S. 3019 the entire task, we believe 
the Congress should be responsible for the area designations, allow- 
ing, as we propose, for the expansion of restricted areas following 


5 
public hearing. To effect this, we suggest inclusion of the following 


provision : 


(a) In the following described United States waters of the Great Lakes: (i) on 
the Saint Lawrence River between its source in eastern Lake Ontario to Saint 
Regis: (ii) on the waters of western Lake Erie, the Detroit River, Lake Saint 
Clair and the Saint Clair River between the line 82 degrees 20 minutes west in 
Lake Erie to the vicinity of Fort Gratior Light at Port Huron; (iii) in transit 
through the Saint Mary’s River between Detour and Point Iroquois, including the 
channels and locks of Sault Sainte Marie; and (iv) following public hearing, in 
other confined United States waters of the Great Lakes, when the head of the De- 
partment in which the Coast Guard is operating deems it necessary in the interest 
of marine safety, registered vessels of the United States and such foreign vessels 
as the President may designate shall be required to have in their service a 
United States registered pilot or a Canadian registered pilot who shall, subject 
to the customary authority of the master, direct the navigation of the vessel 
in the foregoing waters. 

May I add that in connection with H.R. 57 the State Department 
favored this procedure, and as a matter of fact, this is word for word, 
as I recall, the State Department and the Commerce Department pro- 
= in connection with the earlier bill and in connection with the 

ill as it was heard last year on the House side. 

Senator Lauscur. What dangers do you foresee in allowing the 
President to designate the areas ? , 

Mr. Suariro. We are speaking of a law which is going on the books 
and will be on the books for a long time, and none ‘of the reference is 
to the President assuch. It is just the position of a man, of any man. 
Here the Congress is undertaking a job, and we think the job should 
be completely “undertaken by the designation of these waters. 

It is entirely conceivable, I admit. remote, that a President may 
designate the entire Great Lakes area. If he designates the entire 
Great Lakes area, we are exactly back to the controversy we were back 
at when this was discussed before this committee—Senator Lausche, 
you made reference to it before—2 years ago. 

Senator Lauscne. What was your position 2 years ago? 

Mr. Suariro. Two years ago we favored the ‘bill. And we have al- 
ways favored this bill. 

It seems to me as though whatever standards, or whatever consulta- 
tion takes place, in order to advise the President—clearly he isn’t 
making this designation on his own; people, governmental agencies 
are advi ising him—it seems to me as though those same gov ernmental 
agencies should advise the Congress of ‘the United States, and the 
Congress of the United States should designate the waters. Exactly 
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the same agencies are manifesting the same responsibility. It is a 
question of their manifesting that responsibility to the President, 
which is a rather unique idea, or to the Congress of the United States 
which is responsible for this entire problem r ight now. 

Senator Lauscue. I understand your reasons which you feel we 
ought to define these restricted areas in the bill. Can you outline the 
reasons that might be advanced by those who say the President ought 
to identify them ? 

Mr. Suaprro. Senator Lausche, I think this is a result of problems 
or developments about which I am not keenly aware, and certainly 
not expert. 

When this original proposition of designating the waters was being 
discussed during the course of last fall and what we have been through 
of 1960, it was discussed in the very high quarters of State Dep art- 
ment, Commerce Department, and the Tre asury Department, aa a 
large part of the determinations as to what was feasible and what was 
not feasible was controlled by both the State Department, I would 
assume—because of the international problems—and the Budget 
Bureau. 

I have never understood why it was necessary for the President to 
designate these waters. Clearly the President can only do it on advice 
of either the Coast Guard or the Commerce Department or perhaps 
the State Department, or even all three combined. And if these are 
the people who have been responsible for this piece of legislation, it 
seems to me as though they should come to you and say these are the 
areas about which we are talking; these are the areas we are going to 
urge the President to designate tomorrow. But I want the Congress 
of the United States to do it, not the President. 

Senator Lauscue. Is there any unanimity of agreement at present 
which are the areas that require extra pilots ? 

Mr. Suarrro. Senator, I know of no disagreement. There may be 
some, but I know of none. 

I think the agencies that have been responsible, the Coast Guard, 
State Department, and Commerce Department, would be most apt 
to answer that question accurately. I have not heard of any dis- 
agreement. 

Senator Lauscne. There is no disagreement, according to your 
understanding, that the areas which you have designated are the 
vital ones. 

Mr. Suartro. Precisely. These are the areas which the State De- 
partment and Commerce Department urged last year. They urged 
it last year and now they want to give it to the President to desig- 
nate. This is a transition that I don’t understand. 

Senator Lauscne. May I repeat the question: Do you see any 
other reasons why you would want to put it in the President’s hands 
when we understand that the Congress can now clearly identify the 
areas? 

Mr. Suartro. I know of none, sir. 

Mr. Bourson. Why would you have the President designate the 
ships that are to be concerned ? 

Mr. Suarrro. We cover this amendment. This is our next amend- 
ment, and we modify that, too. 

In section 3(a) of the bill it is proposed that in the restricted 
waters a pilot shall direct the navigation of all U.S. registered ves- 
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sels, but only those foreign vessels which the President may desig- 
nate. We assume that this unique language is not intended to create 
a discrimination against American-flag vessels but rather results from 
the intention to exclude Canadian vessels trading exclusively on the 
Great Lakes covered by another statute while in American waters. 

May we suggest, therefore, the amendment of section 3(a) to pro- 
vide that pilotage is necessary on “all foreign vessels, except Cana- 
dian domestic vessels” and that these vessels shall be required to have 
in their service a U.S. or Canadian registered pilot to direct the navi- 
gation of such vessels in the confined waters stipulated in our amend- 
ment. ; 

Section 3(a) in its present form is entirely too indefinite in respect 
to the application of its provisions to foreign-flag vessels. 

Under section 3(a), the President, if he so desired, could exempt 
other foreign-flag vessels, in addition to Canadian Great Lakes ves- 
sels, from the pilotage requirements of subsection (a). We believe 
the President’s exemption authority with respect to foreign-flag 
vessels should be limited specifically to Canadian vessels which navi- 
gate on the Great Lakes and the St. Lawrence River exclusively, 
so that there will be no possibility whatsoever that other foreign-flag 
vessels may be exempted from the pilotage requirements of section 
3(a). 

Section 3(b) should also be amended in precisely the same manner. 
The State Department, in testimony today, said that they like the 
language in the present bill because it gave them flexibility. This 
is precisely what we do not like. If any exception should be made 
to the requirement for pilotage on foreign-flag vessels, there is plenty 
of spelling out in the language of the bill of the basis on which 
exceptions can be made, and these exceptions would be made both to 
American-flag vessels and to foreign-flag vessels. One of the excep- 
tions, for instance, is the lack of availability of a pilot. The excep: 
tions are spelled out in the bill. 

So far as flexibility is concerned, this is flexibility that can operate 
only one way. The President is given flexible authority to designate 
only the foreign-flag vessels. The American vessels are stated Tight 
in the law, right in ‘the bill. This is the kind of flexibility that isn’t 
terribly attractive to us. And since we all know what we are talking 
about, I think there can be no question about this. We all know that 
when we say the President shall designate such foreign-flag vessels 
the only area that anybody contemplating that he may not designate 
a foreign-flag vessel is a foreign flag which would be a Canadian Great 
Lakes vessel. 

Our point is, Why not say this right in the language of the bill? 

The institute recommends that section 5(a) be amended to provide 
that the Secretary of Commerce shall hold a public hearing prior to 
establishing rates, charges, and any other conditions or terms for serv- 
ices performed by registered pilots. This could be accomplished by 
inserting the words “after public hear ing” immediately following the 
word “Secretary” on line 1 on page 7 of S. 3019. This amendment 
should certainly be acceptable, in view of the fact that the rates, 
charges, and other terms and conditions for services performed by 
registered pilots will have to be paid for or met, as the case may be, 
by the shipowners. The shipowners should, therefore, have an ade- 
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quate opportunity to express their views at a public hearing before 
a decision is reached on these important matters by the Secretary. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute appreciates the oppor- 
tunity of appearing here and presenting our views on §. 3019. The 
favorable consideration and adoption of our proposed amendments 
will be very helpful from the standpoint of those of our member 
companies operating or who plan to operate oceangoing vessels into 
the Great Lakes. 

Senator Lauscur. There is a live quorum call, and I have to go 
downstairs. We will recess until this afternoon. 

(Thereupon, at 11:53 a.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to recon- 
vene at 4 p.m. this day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Lauscue. Is there anyone who would like to put his testi- 
mony in the record without reading it ? 
Mr. Hinslea ? 


STATEMENT OF LEE C. HINSLEA, McCREARY, HINSLEA & RAY, 


CLEVELAND, OHIO; FOR CHICAGO OVERSEAS SHIPPING ASSOCI- 
ATION 


Mr. Hinstxa. I would like to submit my statement. There is only 
one point I want to make. 

In the State Department statement of this morning, on page 5, they 
have given you this statement: 


Enrolled vessel navigating U.S. waters of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence 
River must have a complement of officers holding Coast Guard pilot licenses for 


those waters. 

I want to call the committee’s attention to this: That we have a 
number of tugs up in the Great Lakes—for instance, the Great Lakes 
Towing Co. have over 50 tugs. All but seven or eight of them are 
diesel tugs. Under the Coast Guard regulations, or any law, they are 
not required to have licensed pilots aboard. 

The Great Lakes Dredge & Dock have diesel tugs, and they are not 
required. 

Mr. Bournon. Mr. Hinslea, I might tell you that the Coast Guard 
has already recognized that and have asked permission to have their 
testimony not all inclusive, to say many ships, not all of them. 

Mr. Hrnsura. If we can have some understanding in the future, no 
one can claim these tugs are required under the law to have licensed 
officers, then that would answer my problem. 

Senator Lauscur. Isthat the general understanding ? 

Mr. Bourson. That will be taken care of. 

Senator Lauscur. Mr. Hinslea, your testimony will be included in 
the record as if it had been fully read. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF LEE C, HINSLEA, COUNSEL FOR CHICAGO OVERSEAS SHIPPING ASSO- 
CIATION, CHICAGO, ILL., IN Support oF S. 3019 


My name is Lee C. Hinslea. I am an attorney at law, specializing in the 


practice of admiralty and maritime law, with offices at 860 Union Commerce 
Building, Cleveland, Ohio. 
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Since 1958 when the first hearing on a bill for the requirement of pilots on 
certain vessels in certain U.S. waters was had, I have been acting as counsel 
for the Chicago Overseas Shipping Association. This statement together with 
any remarks that I might make today will be as spokesman for this association. 
This association is comprised of 25 member lines of foreign and American 
vessels trading on the Great Lakes, and particularly into the port of Chicago. 
There are two American-flag lines trading from overseas to the Great Lakes who 
are members, but, as they also belong to the American Merchant Marine Council, 
that association will probably speak for them. Therefore, this statement does 
not necessarily include the American lines. 

After a study of S. 3019, we feel it is a vast improvement over H.R. 57 and 
H.R. 7515, which have been considered by the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, House of Representatives, and S. 2096, which was identical to 
these House bills but which your committee refused to adopt and recommend 
for passage by the Senate. 

We would also like to compliment the chairman of this committee and the 
committee members for the progressive step made following the hearings on 
S. 2096 in June 1958 whereby it was recommended that the administration 
officials of the United States work with the duly authorized representatives of 
the Canadian Government to secure a bill that was acceptable to both countries. 
This was a key and most thoughtful suggestion. The bill now before you is the 
result of many meetings between the two Governments, and we have been advised 
that it is an administration bill. 

At previous hearings both in the House and before your committee, our asso- 
ciation was of an opinion that the bill had various weaknesses from a safety 
standpoint and should he adequately reinforced by giving a body power to make 
qualifications sufficiently rigid to obtain competent and experienced pilots. You 
will remember that we pointed out that under the previous pilot bills a young 
man just obtaining his first pilot’s license or an older man who had never risen 
above a second or third mate would be deemed equally qualified and as competent 
as a man who had gained a master’s license. This glaring weakness has been 
remedied to our satisfaction with the requirement that a person seeking a job 
as a pilot must have an unlimited master’s license. Under the Coast Guard 
regulations, no one is eligible to take the examination for a master’s license 
until he has had a specified time in acting as mate and first-class pilot of Great 
Lakes vessels. 

Again, while it has been suggested at previous times that a joint commission 
consisting of Canadian and American representatives be had, apparently the 
Government representatives of both countries found that such an idea was 
impractical and unworkable, so by substitution they have written into S. 3019 
a requirement which we think will carry out the same function as a joint 
commission, namely, that the Secretary of Commerce with an advisory commit- 
tee be given powers that probably a joint pilotage commission would have had. 

Another objection we had to the other bill was the failure to give any 
assurance to our American Great Lakes licensed officers that an opportunity 
would be afforded them to qualify as pilots and be a part of any pilots association. 
8S. 3019 specifically provides that our Government representatives shall work 
with Canada to secure an equitable division of pilotage work. This could not 
have been done under the old bill. 

It must be remembered that ships coming into the seaway first enter at a 
Canadian port and pilots are put aboard at that time for their trip into the 
seaway. Pilots are again put on at the Welland Canal, also Canadian territory. 
To give American pilots work under the old bill or under the conditions that 
existed last summer without a bill, it would have been or was necessary for 
them to enter Canada at the Canadian border in the vicinity of the Welland 
Canal and board the ship that they were to pilot at the easterly end of the 
Welland Canal. The Canadian Immigration Department has refused to let 
any American pilots enter the country, giving the reason, as we have been told, 
that they were taking work away from Canadian workmen. To the best of our 
knowledge, last summer only three or four pilots were able to work their way 
into Canada to obtain pilotage work. 

In an attempt to overcome this obstruction, the foreign shipowners arranged 
for American pilots to have all of the pilotage work in the St. Mary’s River and 
Duluth Harbor. They were able to board the ship at Detour, Mich., and leave 
the ship at Whitefish Bay in American waters. This gave some of our Ameri- 
can pilots work, but whether or not it was an equitable division is difficult to 
say. Again, we say that this bill (S. 3019) seems to rectify these inequities. 
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As an analysis of a draft of the proposed bill has been submitted to you by the 
Department of State, we do not believe that we should take further time by 
making an analysis of each section and have only attempted to point out those 
corrections which we believe have answered some of our own objections. 

Having plugged some of the loopholes that were in the former proposed bill 
and which, in our opinion, increases the safety, we now come to a question that 
every businessman, legislator, and taxpayer must consider, namely, the eco- 
nomie feature. The cost of the seaway is to be paid by tolls. Tolls can be ob- 
tained only from the ships that come into the seaway. Whether or not suffi- 
cient ships will come into the seaway and pay the tolls, thereby paying off the 
debt that all the taxpayers of the United States have taken on, depends upon 
the cost of ship operation and the profits obtained by the ships making the 
voyage. 

No successful or intelligent businessman is going to operate ships in the sea- 
way and on the Great Lakes or anywhere else unless there is some profit. The 
cost of pilotage is a part of the operation costs of the ship. This bill now pro- 
vides for the fixing of pilots’ fees in U.S. waters by the Secretary of Commerce 
but only after giving all interested parties an opportunity to be heard. This is 
no different than the procedure that State pilotage authorities follow, which 
has existed since before 1776. We understand the same procedure is in effect 
in Canada. A further benefit will be had from this procedure in that the Sec- 
retary of Commerce will work with the proper authorities of Canada in an at- 
tempt to keep the pilotage fees in both countries on a comparable basis. It needs 
no profound thinking and argument to arrive at the conclusion that if the pilots 
in one country are paid fees considerably higher than the pilots in the other 
eountry, the shipowner will attempt to secure the pilots receiving the lesser fee. 
Should objection be made to this feature of the bill, we can only point out that 
the fixing of fees by governmental authority is not new or novel and has been 
successful in every State in the United States that has pilotage requirements. 
It will also eliminate an inevitable chaotic condition if a pilot or group of pilots 
must contract with individual shipowners. 

In conclusion, our association wishes to endorse this bill which has been so 
ably put together by the various governmental agencies, and respectfully asks 
that this committee recommend its passage and enactment into law. 

We wish to thank the chairman of this committee and all its members for 
giving us an opportunity to be heard, which required them to take time out from 
overwhelming tasks and duties. 


STATEMENT OF THEODORE W. SVENSSON, PRESIDENT, LAKE 
SUPERIOR PILOTS’ ASSOCIATION, INC. 


Mr. Svensson. I am Theodore W. Svensson, president of the Lake 
Superior Pilots’ Association, Inc., in Duluth, Minn. We are an asso- 
ciation of pilots which operated last year in Lake Superior and the 
St. Marys River and in the harbor of Duluth-Superior. 

I have a prepared statement. We are in support of this bill, and I 
would like to enter the testimony into the record. 

Senator Lauscue. That will be done. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THEODORE W, SVENSSON, PRESIDENT OF LAKE SUPERIOR PILOTS’ 
ASSOCIATION, INC. 


As I understand it, the bill under consideration would provide that radio 
equipped vessels staffed by officers who meet certain minimum standards to the 
satisfaction of United States or Canadian officials, will be permitted to enter 
the Great Lakes without carrying a pilot aboard. When these vessels enter 
rivers, locks or other recognized areas of difficult navigation, they will be 


required to take aboard a registered pilot skilled in the problems of the area 
which it serves. 


We are in support of this measure. 

No serious need for local piloting service existed on Lake Superior prior to 
1959, but with the opening of the seaway, demand became obvious. Accord- 
ingly this association was created early last summer to furnish salt water 
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vessels with pilots of proven experience backed by efficient organization. This 
is a Minnesota corporation in form, but stockholding is limited to those who 
participate in its work. It therefore functions as a pool or cooperative organi- 
zation for the pilots. 

Our experience with Lake Superior shipping during the first year of seaway 
traffic indicates the need of pilots to take the ships through the St. Marys River 
and locks at Sault Ste. Marie, and the need of pilots to bring salt water vessels 
into difficult harbors. At the same time we are not aware of any difficulties 
experienced by salt water vessels in traversing the open waters of Lake Superior 
from Whitefish Bay to their point of destination and return. 

While there was some damage done to ships and some damage done by ships 
in Lake Superior and surrounding harbors, there are two important things to 
note about these incidents: First, all of them took place in rivers or harbors and 
not on open waters; and second, not one of these incidents took place when a 
pilot of Lake Superior Pilots’ Association was aboard the vessel. 

In certain restricted waters a pilot is obviously required. In these areas the 
individual who serves in that capacity must possess not only general skill and 
training, but also detailed and up-to-the-minute information on the area which 
he serves. This is not a job for an individual, regardless of his training, who 
gets on at Montreal and rides through to Duluth. 

Probably the best case in point is the situation which existed in the St. Marys 
River toward the close of navigation last year. Because of dredging operations, 
the regular downbound channel was closed to navigation. Dredges were operat- 
ing in and near the channel and the only safe procedure was to put aboard an 
individual who had kept in touch hour by hour with changing conditions. 

In recognition of the service rendered by this association, we received a letter 
dated December 3, 1959, from E. J. Bodenlos, commander of the U.S. Coast Guard 
at Sault Ste. Marie. The letter reads as follows: 


CAPTAIN OF THE PorT, 
U.S. Coast GUARD, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Mich., December 3, 1959. 
Mr. THEODORE W. SVENSSON, 
President, Lake Superior Pilots’ Association, 
Duluth, Minn. 


DEAR Mr. SveENsson: The foreign ship transit of the St. Marys River have been 
completed for 1959, and I want to take this opportunity to compliment you for 
the wonderful services of your St. Marys River pilots, Captain Carlson, Captain 
Everson, Captain Howell, Captain Bishop, and Captain Hewer. 

These foreign ships which transit the river were in many cases cranky and 
difficult to handle. In addition the dredging restrictions imposed on the channels 
together with the closing of the downbound channel made navigation of these 
ships extremely exacting. 

Despite these disadvantages, the pilots brought these foreign vessels through 
with no major difficulty whatsoever. 

We also appreciate the excellent relations with and cooperation we received 
from Mr. Robert Wiley of the Soo Marine Bureau. Because of their efforts and 
cooperation, the administration of the control of the St. Marys River was made 
much easier. 

Let me therefore express my appreciation to all the St. Marys River pilots and 
commend them for a job well done. 

Sincerely, 


BH. J. Bopentos, Commander, USCG. 


In the crowded channels of Sault Ste. Marie and the ports of the United States 
and Canada bordering Lake Superior, a mismanaged and unpiloted ship could 
block a channel, smash a dock or an elevator, or otherwise do considerable harm 
to commerce. But the solution of this problem is not to burden the ship with the 
added expense of a pilot who stays aboard for the entire duration of the voyage 
and who is unfamiliar with the peculiar problems of the localities through which 
he must guide the ship. 

Our organization is staffed by individuals each of whom holds a master’s 
license. All pilots are required to pass the scrutiny of an examining board 
before they are permitted to handle a ship. Each pilot is familiar with the 
problems of the area where he works. 

Having met the challenges of the first year of navigation, we are now getting 
ready for another season. Additional pilots are being screened and will be 
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tested for a position on our roster; pilot-boat service is being reorganized, and 
steps are being taken to speed our communications and increase our efficiency. 

We believe that use of organizations such as ours is the economic and sensi- 
ble approach to pilotage of salt-water vessels on the Great Lakes. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. CARY, PRESIDENT OF TRANS-WORLD 
SHIPPING SERVICE, INC., AND VICE PRESIDENT OF TOLEDO 
MARINE TERMINALS, INC., BOTH OF TOLEDO, OHIO 


Mr. Cary. I am Robert W. Cary from Toledo. I have submitted 
a statement here and I would like to have that included in the record. 

Senator Lauscue. That will be done. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Rospert W. CARY 


My name is Robert W. Cary. I am president of Trans-World Shipping Serv- 
ice, Inc., vice president of Toledo Marine Terminals, Inc., both of Toledo, Ohio, 
and vice president of the Council of Lake Erie Ports, an organization com- 
posed of the principal ports on Lake Erie from Detroit to Buffalo, both inclu- 
sive. Previously I had more than 36 years’ active service in the U.S. Navy, 
retiring with the rank of rear admiral. 

I am here representing the above-named organizations as well as the Toledo- 
Lucas County Port Authority and the Toledo Area Chamber of Commerce. We 
appreciate this opportunity to briefly present our views in support of S. 3019. 

In two previous instances in hearings on bills concerning pilotage in U.S. 
waters of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River, we have appeared in oppo- 
sition to the bills as introduced into the Congress, not because we were un- 
sympathetic to the bills’ sole objective, that of increasing safety of naviga- 
tion in the area concerned. Our opposition was based on the absence of any 
provision in either bill that took cognizance of inevitable operational problems 
related to pilotage, or any provision of a means of coordinating with Canadian 
authorities the resolution of operating problems of mutual interest that now 
exist or others that will arise. 

Without time-consuming explanation, I will conclude with the statement that 
we believe the present bill, S. 3019, provides for the necessary safety principle 
embodied in previous bills, while at the same time establishing a basic mecha- 
nism with means of implementation that can, and we hope will, resolve opera- 
tional problems relating to pilotage, whether they are of mutual United States- 
Canadian interest or apply solely to U.S. waters, in the Great Lakes-St. Law- 
rence area. 

We therefore urge this committee to approve S. 3019 and to vigorously sup- 
port its adoption by the Senate. 


Senator Lauscue. Mr. Levins, did you have a statement to include 
in the record ? 


Mr. Levins. I do. I would like to submit it for the record. I am 
K. T. Levins from Chicago, Ill. 


Senator LAuscnue. It will be included in the record. 
(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF KEVIN T. LeEvINS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL 
MANAGER, CALUMET HARBOR TERMINALS, INC., AND ASSISTANT TO THE PRESI- 
DENT, CHICAGO CALUMET STEVEDORING Co., INc., IN Support oF §. 3019. 


I am Kevin T. Levins of Chicago, Ill., executive vice president and general 
manager of Calumet Harbor Terminals, Inc., and assistant to the president 
of Chicago Calumet Stevedoring Co., Inc., which firms are engaged in the busi- 
ness of unloading, loading, warehousing, and distribution of import and export 
cargoes carried by ocean vessels in the Great Lakes-oversea trades. Further- 
more, all other stevedoring companies handling oversea cargoes in the port of 
Chicago, including North Pier Terminal Co., International Steamship Terminals, 
Inc., and Seaway Stevedoring Co., Inc., have authorized me to present their 
position with respect to this proposed legislation. 
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Our business is directly affected by all matters which exert an influence upon 
the amount of Great Lakes-oversea trade, at least for the port of Chicago. 
Consequently, we have been greatly interested in pilotage requirements for ocean 
shipping on the Great Lakes and I have followed previous legislation in this 
field. I have given previous testimony before the House and Senate committees 
on bills H.R. 57 and S. 2096, respectively. 

We believe that adequate pilotage requirements for the Great Lakes are 
necessary for the safety of navigation. However, we have naturally felt that 
the imposition of any unreasonable burdens upon ocean vessels trading into the 
Great Lakes must be avoided if the anticipated benefits to our economy from 
the construction of the St. Lawrence Seaway are to become a reality. Therefore, 
we have reviewed the proposed legislation. 

In our opinon 8. 3019 overcomes many of the objections which were made 
to prior legislation which was considered in this field. Stringent pilotage re- 
quirements would be imposed for the safety of navigation in restricted waters. 
Adequate provisions are made to require a qualified officer for navigation of 
the Great Lakes on board vessels transiting the open waters of the lakes. The 
Secretary of Commerce would be empowered to regulate pilotage in coordina- 
tion with the appropriate agency of Canada to provide for an efficient pilotage 
service throughout the Great Lakes. Of course, we understand that the neces- 
sary regulations and the training of the pilots cannot be accomplished immedi- 
ately and a reasonable time will be necessary to deal with such matters. Never- 
theless, we believe that the proposed legislation will provide the foundation for 
adequately dealing with the Great Lakes pilotage problem in all its facets while, 
at the same time, providing sufficient flexibility to deal with pilotage problems 
on a continuing basis. 

In the past, there has been little opportunity for American citizens to partici- 
pate in pilotage work because ocean vessels usually made their arrangements 
for the employment of pilots in Canadian waters. This was due primarily to 
the necessity for ocean vessels to pass through wholly Canadian waters before 
they arrived in the Great Lakes. Under the proposed legislation, there will be 
an opportunity for equitable participation in pilotage work by American and 
Canadian citizens, which is another desirable feature of this proposed legislation. 

During past hearings, we recommended the establishment of a joint inter- 
national pilot commission by the United States and Canada to deal with this 
problem. In our opinion, the regulatory system which would be established by 
this legislation would adequately accomplish the same purpose. As a matter of 
fact, a joint committee might not be able to serve as efficiently because of the 
need for frequent consultation between the members and regular governmental 
departments of the two countries. The powers delegated to the Secretary of 
Commerce in this new bill, together with the authority to coordinate the pilotage 
system with the appropriate agency of Canada, is probably a better approach 
to the problem than a joint commission from a practical standpoint. 

We respectfully urge the prompt passage of S. 3019. 


Senator Lauscue. Do you have a statement ? 

Mr. Pro. I am Capt. Eugene O. Peo, International Shipmasters 
Association of the Great Lakes, Riverside Drive, Ogdensburg, N.Y. 

I have no prepared statement. I was talking to Mr. Bourbon, and 
we are going to prepare a statement and ; send it to your committee. 

Senator Lavscne. All right. You will be permitted to send in 
your statement and it will be j included in the record. 

Mr. Dustne. Sir, my name is Kenneth W. Dusing. I would like 
to put a statement into the record and also reserve the right to appear 
tomorrow, if it appears I could. 

Senator Lavscne. That will be granted. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH W. DUSING, VICE PRESIDENT IN CHARGE OF OPERATIONS, 
GREAT LAKES OVERSEAS, INC., CHICAGO, ILL., IN SUPPORT oF S. 3019 


My name is Kenneth W. Dusing and I am vice president in charge of opera- 
tions for Great Lakes Overseas, Inc., Chicago, Ill., general agents for European 
owners of a number of steamship lines operating between Great Lakes ports and 
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overseas ports. In this capacity, my organization is responsible for represent- 
ing the interests of these shipowners in the Great Lakes area. At the present 
time, we represent the Concordia Line, Fjell and Fjord Lines, Fjell Oranje Lines, 
Liverpool Liners, Ltd., Orient Mid-East Great Lakes Service, Niagara Line, and 
Swedish Chicago Line. 

I have been associated with the Fjell Line for more than 23 years, soon after 
Fjell commenced the first liner service from overseas ports to the Great Lakes, 
and I have been actively engaged in steamship operations during that time. 
Most of my career has involved the Great Lakes-overseas trade and, therefore, 
I am naturally very concerned with developing trade through the St. Lawrence 
Seaway. 

I have closely followed the progress of proposed pilotage legislation for the 
Great Lakes and have participated in previous hearings which were held by 
this committee and the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the 
House of Representatives regarding prior legislative proposals under considera- 
tion. The legislation now reflects many recommendations and suggestions 
which were made at previous hearings and, in my opinion, provides a satisfac- 
tory solution from the legislative standpoint to the problem of Great Lakes 
pilotage. 

I do not believe that any interested group can validly criticize the provisions 
of S. 3019 with regard to the requirements for compulsory pilotage in the re- 
stricted waters of the Great Lakes system. The legislation under consideration 
provides for the designation by the President of the restricted waters in which 
ocean vessels will be required to utilize the services of registered pilots. A\l- 
though the Coast Guard will continue to be the agency for licensing all U.S. 
pilots, as heretofore, the Secretary of Commerce will be empowered to regulate 
the pilotage system. Moreover, the Secretary is empowered to coordinate the 
pilotage service with the appropriate agency of Canada and thus provide for 
uniformity in the waters of the United States and Canada on the Great Lakes 
and, furthermore, give pilots of both nationalities an equal opportunity to 
qualify. 

Safety of navigation on the open waters of the Great Lakes has also been 
protected in this legislation without discriminating against the qualified officers 
of ocean vessels, inasmuch as the officers comprising the regular complement of 
such vessels would be given an opportunity to qualify for the navigation of the 
open lakes. Under former legislation, the open waters of the lakes would have 
been closed to any ship’s officer who was net an American or Canadian citizen. 
We believe safety of navigation will be adequately proteeted by the appropriate 
Canadian agency and the U.S. Coast Guard which are authorized to formulate the 
requirements, examine ship’s officers, and to issue certificates to qualified officers 
for navigation of the open lakes. Any vessel which does not have a qualified and 
certificated officer on board would be required to employ a Canadian or U.S. 
registered pilot while navigating the open waters who would be available to di- 
rect navigation at the discretion of the master. 

The delegation of powers to the Secretary of Commerce in this bill to regu- 
late the pilotage system and the creation of an advisory committee of three 
members for that purpose is basically similar to the system followed by the 
coastal States of our Nation and the Government of Canada. It has been 
standard maritime practice for the States to regulate the compulsory pilotage 
districts in our Nation. Such systems have proved efficient and have been sup- 
ported by everyone concerned including the pilots themselves. We, therefore, 
believe that such a system should be adopted and it provides a practical solution 
to the frequent problems which arise in providing pilotage services. Federal, 
rather than States legislation is desirable because of the number of States in- 
volved. Regulation by the several States would bring about a chaotic condition 
because of the lack of uniformity of their respective regulations. 

Since S. 3019 accomplishes what we had previously advocated, namely: 

1. Due regard for the public interest. 

2. The effective utilization of navigable waters. 

3. Marine safety. 

4. Regulation and administration of pilotage on the Great Lakes. 

We urge the prompt passage of S. 3019. I appreciate being given the oppor- 
tunity to present this testimony. 
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Senator Lauscuer. The following statements will also go into the 
record at this point: 

Statement of Arthur Hendrickson, a master of steam vessels on the 
Great Lakes; and statement of William Bricen Miller, of the law firm 
of Lord, Bissel & Brook, Chicago, II. 

(The statements follow :) 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR HENDRICKSON, MASTER OF STEAM VESSELS ON THE GREAT 
LAKES, IN Support oF S. 3019 


My name is Arthur Hendrickson. For the past 49 years I have sailed on 
Great Lakes vessels. I retired last year after having been a licensed pilot 
since 1917 and a master of Great Lakes vessels since 1945. I have sailed and 
navigated vessels on all of the Great Lakes since 1945 and for the past 9 years 
I was employed as a master of a Great Lakes vessel commonly called a self- 
unloader and this particular trade involved the carriage of coal on Lake Michi- 
gan. In any one season during this period, the vessel carried about 175 cargoes 
of coal to all ports, both on the westerly and easterly sides of Lake Michigan, 
so that I am very familiar with the safety courses and also familiar with meet- 
ing car ferries that cross the lake from such ports as Milwaukee to Muskegon 
or Ludington. 

I have been asked to study the bill before your committee which I know as 
S. 3019, which provides for compulsory pilotage in certain restricted areas such 
as the Detroit, St. Clair, and St. Mary’s Rivers and for pilotage in the open 
waters such as Lake Huron, Lake Superior, and Lake Michigan, which are 
referred to as unrestricted waters. 

There is no question that well-trained, experienced persons should navigate 
vessels in the rivers where you are required to navigate yourself on what we 
sailors call ranges, and it really takes some experience to navigate these areas 
and what is properly designated as pilotage, the same as bringing a ship into 
Boston, New York, or San Francisco harbors. As a master, I never allowed 
a second or third mate to handle the ship in narrow and confined waters that 
we find in these rivers but out in the open lake it is entirely different. 

I feel that if a master of chief mate of a foreign ship, who has had experi- 
ence in all parts of the world in laying out courses, has had a few trips on the 
Great Lakes, he is just as qualified to navigate these open waters as any second 
or third mate on the Great Lakes or even a first mate or master. We all steer 
by gyrocompasses; we all have direction finders, and we have ship-to-shore tele- 
phones. The safety courses are indicated on the Great Lakes charts so that 
it does not take the experience to run the courses in the open lake that it does 
in the rivers. 

I have heard considerable talk about the dangers of navigating on Lake 
Michigan where one is likely to meet car ferries crossing the lake. In the last 
20 years, to my knowledge, there have not been any serious or major colli- 
sions with car ferries. Since the introduction of the radar, which we find on 
American, Canadian, and foreign vessels, there is no difficulty, in my opinion, 
in navigating on Lake Michigan and meeting car ferries that are on crossing 
courses. 

Last year it was my good fortune to be invited to make a trip with Captain 
Lowe, the president of the American Pilotage Association, which I assume and 
hope will testify before your committee, over the lakes. We joined the foreign 
vessel Prins Willem Van Organje at Chicago, Ill., and made the trip through 
the lakes, ending at Montreal, Quebec. This ship was something over 460 feet 
long and was a combination passenger-cargo ship. I had the opportunity of 
spending considerable time in the pilothouse of the vessel and observing the 
officers on watch and how they conducted the navigation of the vessel. I was 
in the pilothouse or on the bridge as we passed through the Straits of Mackinac 
with the master of the vessel in charge, and I must say, and I am sure Captain 
Lowe will agree with me, that the ship was excellently handled. 

I also was on the bridge at various times while the ship was navigating on 
Lake Michigan, Lake Huron, and Lake Erie when she was without an American 
or a Canadian pilot but was in charge of the ship’s officers, and they did an 
excellent job. In the rivers a pilot came aboard and I was also on the bridge 
at times through the St. Clair and Detroit Rivers, as well as the Welland 
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Canal, and, again, I found nothing to complain about with reference to the 
navigation of the vessel. 

It is, therefore, my considered opinion, after many years of navigating vessels 
on the Great Lakes, that a foreign officer who has had some experience on the 
lakes, is able to speak English so as to be understood over the ship-to-shore 
telephone, knows the rules of the road of the Great Lakes and the safety courses 
is fit to be designated as a qualified officer. Again, if the foreign officer cannot 
meet these qualifications, then certainly the vessel should be required to take on 
a certificated pilot for unrestricted waters, as required under the proposed 
hill. 

l also might say, in conclusion, that I am a former past president of the 
International Ship Masters Association, and for the past several years have 
discussed the problem of pilotage and safety on the Great Lakes with many 
other shipmasters, and it is my conclusion, based on both my experience and my 
talks with other properly qualified persons, that the bill now before you is a 
good bill, and I recommend its passage. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM BRICEN MILLER, IN Support oF 8S. 3019 


I am William Bricen Miller, partner in the Chicago law firm of Lord, Bissell 
& Brook. I am appearing here today on behalf of the Chicago Association of 
Commerce and Industry in my capacity as chairman of the harbors and 
waterways committee. A substantial number of the business organizations of 
Chicago belong to our association, many of them are engaged in oversea mari- 
time commerce. In addition, Iam appearing on behalf of the International Trade 
Club of Chicago, an organization of more than 700 individuals and business 
concerns engaged in many aspects of foreign trade and commerce. Both of these 
organizations favor the passage of Senate bill S. 3019. 

During the past 4 years at least $30 million has been expended to improve 
and create dock facilities in the port of Chicago. In addition, considerable sums 
of money have been expended to augment facilities necessary for efficient 
operation of the port’s activity. These expenditures have been made in the 
expectation of growth of our foreign commerce and oversea trade. Hence, we 
are naturally concerned with any problem which might affect the anticipated 
growth of this commerce. 

For many years oceangoing vessels traversing the old St. Lawrence River 
system and the lakes have shared these waters with American and Canadian 
vessels and have accommodated themselves to the conditions that have pre 
vailed. We are cognizant that increased volume of shipping as a consequence 
of the opening of the seaway creates new problems that must be resolved; 
pilotage is one of these problems. 

The organizations for which I speak are concerned that in assuring safety 
of operations, unnecessary cost be avoided. If the seaway is to pay for itself, 
as is now contemplated, and is to fulfill the potential expected of it, the service 
it provides must be kept attractive to shippers and receivers of cargo. Any 
unnecessary cost reflects itself in shipping rates that will serve to reduce the 
benefits of the seaway to the public. Some of the prior legislation proposed for 
solving the pilotage problem appeared to us to threaten sharply increased costs 
with little enhancement of safety. 

It is our understanding that the prior proposed legislation would have required 
that pilots be carried abroad oceangoing vessels in all U.S. waters of the Great 
Lakes, including open waters where, in our opinion, pilots are not required if the 
ship’s officers are qualified. We are pleased that the bill now proposed would 
resolve the problem in an adequate but less expensive manner. 

Moreover, the bill would allow for adjustment and revision in pilotage re- 
quirements for changes in conditions such as the increase in numbers of vessels 
and shifts in traffic patterns as our maritime commerce develops. We believe 
such flexibility is essential. 

The uncertainty engendered by the prolonged failure to resolve the pilotage 
problem has undoubtedly hindered the development of oversea trade. The view- 
points of interested groups have seemingly been carefully considered, and their 
recommendations are reflected by this proposed legislation. We therefore urge 
the prompt enactment of S. 3019. 
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Senator Lauscue. We will resume hearings at 2:30 tomorrow after- 
noon. If there are any who want to appear at that time, you may do 
so. If you want to send in your statement, it will be included in the 
record. 

(Thereupon, at 4:08 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to re 
convene at 2:30 p.m., Wednesday, February 24, 1960.) 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1960 


U.S. SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIgGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MercuHant MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 3:30 p.m., in 
room 5110, New Senate Office Building, Hon. Frank J. Lausche pre- 
siding. 

Senator Lauscue. Let the hearing come to order. 

Mr. Shapiro, I understand you were testifying yesterday morning, 
I believe, when we recessed. 

Proceed with your statement. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF ALVIN SHAPIRO, VICE PRESIDENT, 


AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., WASHING- 
TON, D.C. 


Mr. Suariro. You will recall, Senator, that in our judgment this is 
a bill we sponsored though we c ould not claim it was a perfect bill and 
only experience would suggest what sort of modification should be 
made in the future. Then we suggested two amendments. One was the 
actual designation by legislation of the restricted areas, rather than 
leave this to Presidential determination. 

The second one was the vessels—that is, the foreign vessels which 
would require pilotage should not be left again to Presidential man- 
dating but should be spelled out right in the legislation, and the flexi- 
bility which presumably is the alleged reason for suggesting these 
Presidential determinations was in effect precisely the reason why we 
objected. 

There was flexibility 1 in only one direction. The President had flexi- 
bility to do certain things for foreign merchant vessels but the law 
spells out precisely w hat he must design: ite insofar as American ves- 
sels are concerned. This is not a very attractive bit of flexibility inso- 
far as Ameri —— operators are concerned. We want to be com- 
pletely in the same boat with the foreigners in that all of our regis- 
tered vessels and all of their counterpart of registered vessels should 
also be required to take pilotage. 

The third suggestion—and this is the only one upon which I did not 
touch, was our recommendation that section 5(a) of the bill be amended 
to provide that the Secretary of Commerce shall hold a public hearing 
prior to establishing rates, charges, and other conditions or terms for 
services performed by registered pilots, 
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This could be accomplished very simply by inserting the words 
“after public hearings” immediately following the world “Secretary” 
on line 1, page 7 of the bill. This amendment should certainly be ac- 
ceptable in view of the fact that the rates, charges, and other terms and 
conditions for services performed by registered pilots will have to be 
paid for or met, as the case may be, by the shipowners. The ship- 
owners should therefore have an adequate opportunity to express their 
views at a public hearing before a decision is reached on these impor- 
tant matters by the Secretary. 

We do not think that these matters which are of such grave conse- 
quence to us should be determined purely administratively without 
any mandate that the directly affected parties be heard. We think 
they should be heard. 

We think we have a right toa hearing. We have been involved in 
other administrative proceedings by which Government agencies are 
not required, are not mandated, and they have worked out quite un- 
fortunately. So we would like to cast this in the normal role of re- 
quiring a public hearing. 

a iccaemes, You do not think that would unnecessarily delay the 
effectuation of the policies? 

Mr. Suaprro. Let me comment on that very briefly. Conceivably it 
would, but I would say that if the parties, namely the Secretary, made 
some progress beginning today or possibly even beginning last month, 
in setting out some sort of framework, it would not necessarily delay 
the legislation under any circumstance. 

If we are waiting until the legislation is passed before we proceed 
with some indication of what these rates would be, then conceivably 
there may be some delay, but very frankly I think, by terms of the bill 
which call for no mandating of this compulsory pilotage or the rates 
until 4 months after the bill is passed, we have kissed pilotage good- 
by for the coming season anyway or are just about to kiss it good- 
by. Thus, in effect we have 14 months, perhaps 15, meaning the open- 
ing of the season in 1961, before we begin to operate under this bill 
and in that time certainly a public hearing can be held on these issues. 

Mr. Bourson. As a matter of fact, haven’t you found in the past 
that you work closely enough with them that you are usually apprised 
as these things progress, as to where they are heading? 

Mr. Suariro. Not always, Mr. Bourbon, not always at all. And 
how much attention is paid to casual conversations about such issues 
as rates and so forth, as compared to how much must be paid when 
this is the end product of a public hearing, differs very greatly and we 
prefer the public hearing by which the facts are all out on the table 
and then the determination made. 

Senator Lauscne. Then you suggest the affirmative recommenda- 
tion of this bill with three proposed amendments: 

(1) That the bill specifically define the areas in which pilotage of 
local knowledge and ability shall be had; 

(2) That the ships which are to be covered should not be left to 
the discretion of the President, but should be fixed in the bill: and 

(3) That in the fixing of the rates and charges that shall be paid 
to these extra pilots, the Secretary of Commerce conduct public hear- 
ings and after such hearings announce what the rates and charges will 


be. 
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Mr. Suaptro. Yes, sir. 

Senator Lauscug. Thank you very much. 

The next witness will be Mr. Dusing, vice president of the Great 
Lakes Overseas, Inc. 

Senator Lauscue. It will not be necessary for you to read your 
statement. It is already included in the record. If you care to read 
it, you may do so. Otherwise, I would suggest that you discuss the 
highlights of your presentation and the points which you feel are the 
important ones which you want to make. 

Mr. Dustne. Mr. Chairman, I filed my statement yesterday with 
the reservation that I might wish to make additional comments. 

I have no further comments to make at this time and I thank you 
very much for having been given the opportunity to appear here. 

Senator Lauscue. Y. ou support the bill # 

Mr. Dusine. Yes, sir. My statement supports the bill, sir. 

Senator Lauscne. Do you suggest in your statement that there be 
any changes in the bill from the form in which it now stands before 
the committee ? 

Mr. Dustne. I have made no changes, sir. Anything that would 
help the clarity of the bill, but would not change the intent, would be 
perfectly agreeable with us. 

Senator Lauscue. Now, you represent the Great Lakes Overseas, 
Inc. Will you give a description of what your members are and what 
your work is? 

Mr. Dusinc. My name is Kenneth W. Dusing and I am vice presi- 
dent in charge of operations for Great. Lakes Overseas, Inc., Chicago, 
Ill., general agents for European owners of a number of steamship 
lines operating between Great Lakes ports and oversea ports. 

In this capacity, my organization is responsible ~ representing the 
interests of these shipowners in the Great Lakes area. At the present 
time we represent the Concordia Line, Fjell and Fjord Lines, Fjell 
Oranje Lines, Liverpool Liners, Ltd., Orient Mid-East Great Lakes 
Service, Niagara Line, and Swedish Chicago Line. 

I have been associated with the Fjell Line for more than 23 years, 
soon after Fjell commenced the first liner service from oversea ports 
to the Great Lakes, and I have been actively engaged in steamship 
operations during that time. Most of my career has involved the Great 
Lakes-oversea trade and, therefore, I am naturally very concerned with 
dev eloping trade through the St. Lawrence Seaway. 

Senator Lauscur. Your organization then represents foreign car- 
riers? 

Mr. Dustna. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Lauscue. And they will be coming into the inland waters 
of the United States and, if this law is passed, will be required to 
engage local pilots or aids who are familiar with our waters in aiding 
the ship through certain narrow quarters; is that correct ? 

Mr. Dusine. We have continuously supported the idea that there 
should be pilotage in confined waters. As a matter of fact, all of 
these lines are currently operating, some of them as long as 23 years, 
and we have always supported that idea 

Senator Lauscne. And your position i is that whatever requirements 
are imposed upon the foreign carrier, they ought to be reasonable 
with respect to the need of hiring extra pilots and aids? 
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Mr. Dustna. That is correct, sir. That is why we established the 
idea that there should be a regulation of pilotage in the Great Lakes. 
Also that extra bodies are not required on board for the open waters 
of the Great Lakes. Only the confined areas which normally all over 
the world require an extra body, or pilot, on board. 

Senator Lauscne. What is your reaction to the proposals made by 
Mr. Shapiro? You heard them identified here a moment ago. 

Mr. Dustne. I don’t know that I can identify them prec cisely. I 
know he wishes Congress to specify the areas rather than the Presi- 
dent in one instance. If there is agreement on the areas, I don’t be- 
lieve it makes much difference which body designates those areas. 

The other two amendments I don’t remember exactly. It was word- 
ing, I think, to make the material more specific and again I will re- 
iterate if it does not change the intent, some change in wording would 
not be objectionable to us. 

Senator Lauscur. What about the third suggestion that before the 
rates and charges to be paid these extra pilots are fixed that public 
hearings be conducted and thereafter the decision made? 

Mr. Dustne. I haven’t had an opportunity to think about that, sir. 

I think that the decision there would depend somewhat on the 
method if it were not that way of doing it. I think Mr. Bourbon was 
getting close to an idea there, that there be some liaison, anyway. If 
there would be discussion had through channels other than the public 
hearings, that might replace, supplant or take the place of the public 
hearings. 

I think that public hearings are fine except sometimes they develop 
into what I might term a hassle and delay action on a given thing. 

Mr. Bourson. With regard to the provision for the use of another 
qualified officer who would be a member of the ship’s complement, do 
you see any difficulty or do you think that is going to be of any help 
to you? 

ow do you think the foreign lines that you represent will handle 
that situation ? 

Mr. Dustne. If I understand it, the qualifying officer will have to 
meet certain requirements, or examinations that will be imposed by 
the Canadian Government in their companion legislation to go along- 
side of this proposed legislation. 

They will give an examination to see if the foreign officer qualifies. 

As far as our particular lines are concerned, we have had men who 
have been in here who made as many as 30 or 40 or 50 trips. There 
should be no question whatsoever as to whether they can qualify. 
Therefore they will not need an extra body over the open waters 
which, of course, will be an economy. If they did have to have an 
extra body—and that is what the situation we protested in the past— 
that would be paying for services that would not be required, and it 
would bring an economic burden on the shipowner which, of course, 
reflects right back to the user or the shipper on the seaway, thus less- 
ening its chances for survival. 

Too great. an economic burden on anything, of course, will kill it. 

Senator Lauscue. Thank you very much, Mr. Dusi sing. 

Mr. Kevin T. Levins, executive vice president of the Calumet 
Harbor Terminals, Inc. 
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STATEMENT OF KEVIN T. LEVINS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
AND GENERAL MANAGER OF CALUMET HARBOR TERMINALS, 


INC., AND ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT OF CHICAGO CALUMET 
STEVEDORING CO., INC. 


Mr. Levins. Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to be here. I filed 
my statement yesterday to conserve time, and I would just like to 
make a few remarks. 

The salient features of the proposed legislation overcome most of 
the objections we had to the previous proposed bills. 

[ represent the Salt Water Terminal Operators of Chicago. I 
speak for them all. We find that this legislation regulates pilotage 
fees. Naturally, we are concerned with any unnecessary burdens on 
overseas shipping coming into Chicago. The question of costs has 
a direct relation to the number of ships that will be handled in our 
terminals, 

We feel further that this pilotage bill creates an equitable arrange- 
ment for the employment of American pilots, in conjunction with 
Canadian pilots who can qualify. 

I don’t have much further to say beyond that. My statement re- 
affirms what I have just said, and if there are any questions in the 
area of marine terminal operation, I would be very happy to endeavor 
to answer them. 

Senator Lauscne. That is, you subscribe to the principle that 
competent pilots be in charge when these ships are passing through 
confined and narrow water ? 

Mr. Levins. Wholeheartedly. The vessel does not get to our 
terminals if it meets with an accident, and we maintain an economic 
loss because of the nonarrival of that vessel. 

Senator Lauscue. You do not subscribe to any proposal that would 
require the hiring of extra pilots where safety did not require it, and 
where existing pilots could competently guide the ships through our 
lakes ¢ 

Mr. Levins. Our past testimony before the Senate and the House 
has taken the position that it is an unnecessary burden placed upon 
ocean shipping. We do not subscribe to pilots being engaged in open 
waters. 

Senator Lauscue. And the principles which you have just de- 
clared, and which are implied in your statements, you feel those are 
the ones that. ought to be applicable in the bill that is passed. 

Mr. Levins. Thank you. 

Senator Lauscne. Are there any questions? 

All right, thank you very much. 

Is the associate of Mr. Hinslea here? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN HANNINEN, OF McCREARY, HINSLEA & RAY, 


CLEVELAND, OHIO, APPEARING FOR CHICAGO OVERSEAS SHIP- 
PING ASSOCIATION 


Mr. HannINEN. Yes. 
Senator Lauscue. If you will step forward. 


Do you desire to supplement the statement made by Mr. Hinslea 
yesterday ? 
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Mr. Hanntnen. Perhaps I should identify myself for the record. 

My name is John H. Hanninen. Iam a law partner of Mr. Hinslea. 
Mr. Hinslea filed his statement yesterday and was forced to leave be- 
cause of other matters that came up. I do not have any material 
supplementary to his statement that was filed. 

Senator Lauscim. That is Mr. Hinslea, appearing for the Chicago 
Overseas Shipping Association, supports the bill with certain modifi- 
cations which he mentioned yesterday ? 

Mr. Hanninen. I believe Mr. Hinslea’s statement fully supports 
the measures embodied in S. 3019. 

Senator Lauscue. Didn’t he yesterday ask that we guard against 
certain things which he feared ? 

Mr. Hanninen. On the Great Lakes tugs. That material is not 
covered in the statement. 

Senator Lauscne. All right. Then you would appear here urging 
the adoption of the bill; is that correct ? 

Mr. HANNINEN. Yes; we do. 

Senator Lauscne. Thank you very much. Now we will hear Mr. 
Arthur Hendrickson. 

Mr. Hanninen. Captain Hendrickson also filed his statement yes- 
terday, and he is not here today. It is understood his statement would 
be placed in the record as though fully read. 

Senator Lauscur. Yes. 

Mr. W. Bricen Miller. 

Mr. Hanninen. Mr. Miller is also in that same situation. He filed 
his statement, and he is not here today. 

Senator Lauscue. Robert W. Cary, president of the Trans-World 
Shipping Service, Toledo, Ohio. 

Mr. Hanninen. Admiral Cary also filed his statement, and he is 
not here today. 

Senator Lauscne. Capt. William E. Golden, Licensed Tugmen’s 
& Pilots Protective Association. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. WILLIAM E. GOLDEN, LICENSED TUGMEN’S 
& PILOTS PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Gotpen. My name is Capt. William Golden. I am the business 
manager for Local 23 of the Licensed Tugmen & Pilots Protective 
Association. I live at Ogdensburg, N.Y. I was born and raised on 
the St. Lawrence River. I have been sailing for over 20 years, most 
of which was on the Great Lakes, with several years deep sea, during 
the war. 

For the past 5 years I have been piloting on the St. Lawrence River. 

Speaking from practical and firsthand knowledge, I would respect- 
fullv suggest that the U.S. Government invite the Canadian Govern- 
ment to first present in detail—and I repeat the word “detail”—what 
they consider a fair and reciprocal pilot bill. 

When the Canadian Government forces—and I do mean forces— 
the U.S. Navy to take Canadian pilots on U.S. naval ships in Ameri- 
can waters in addition to American pilots, how can anyone arrive 
at a conclusion that they will agree to anything on a reciprical basis. 

I will not go into detail, but will in a future statement give explicit 
details on my general statement here today. 
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In addition to the Navy episodes which extend over the past 2 
years, the Canadian Government notified the Grace Line that they 
were prohibiting them from using any U.S. pilot between St. Regis 
and Montreal, regardless of the fact that this has been considered a 
part of the Great Lakes for as far back as the United States has 
treaties. Also disregarding the fact that for over 50 years U.S. 
pilots have been licensed as far east as Montreal by the U.S. Govern- 
ment. 

I fail to understand why the language of this bill does not take 
effect at Montreal instead of St. Regis, the same as the Great Lakes 
pilot rules do. 

When speaking of the seaway, I believe when it serves the purpose 
that the seaway ‘starts at Fathers Point and extends west. If any- 
body wants an explanation on that I would be glad to go into detail 
on that statement. 

Mr. Bourzson. That is where the vessels first come into the St. 
Lawrence ¢ 

Mr. Gotpen. That is where you first pick up a pilot when you come 
in from the Gulf of St. Lawrence. That pilot goes to Quebec city 
and you transfer pilots there, and that new pilot “takes you to Mont- 
real where you will more than likely have to have a harbor pilot 
before you pick up the Montreal to Kingston pilot, which finishes up 
the St. Lawrence River. 

Mr. Bourson. Up to that time you have been entirely in Cana- 
dian waters ¢ 

Mr. Gotpen. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

There has never been any question of Lake Michigan not being 
entirely within U.S. boundaries. Yet the U.S. Gov ernment has always 
recognized the Canadian Government on a reciprocal basis. There- 
fore, any pilot bill should start at Fathers Point, or in lieu of 
‘that start at Montreal and no Canadian pilot be allowed on Lake 
Michigan. 

In proposing pilotage from a safety point, there has been no attempt 
to go into detail on what constitutes safety. For example, how many 
hours should any pilot be allowed to work? The Federal law specifi- 
cally states how many hours a truckdriver can work. 

Last winter I went to Panama for 2 weeks. I made numerous 
transits as an observer with friends of mine who are piloting there. 
My purpose in mentioning the Panama Canal is from a safety point 
of view. Panama Canal pilots are only allowed to work every other 
day and also required to take off 1 more day a week in addition. 

It is not uncommon for Canadian pilots to work a 100-hour week 
or more. 

Referring to the feasibility of licensing any foreign ship’s officer, 
[ would respectfully suggest that the U.S. ships be allowed the same 
privilege on European inland waters. 

I wish to repeat that generally speaking the Canadian Government 
has virtually complete c ontrol of the entire Great Lakes pilot situation, 
and that for all intents and purposes they intend to keep it that way. 

In closing, I wish to state that [ have considerably more information 
pertinent to piloting and would appreciate being allowed to present 
same in a future statement. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 
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Mr. Bovrson. Captain Golden, if you would like to have that matter 
included in the record kindly see that it is gotten to us promptly, and, 
if possible, within a week. 

Mr. Gotpen. That future statement, sir? 

Mr. Bourson. Yes. 

Mr. Gopen. I will do that. 

Mr. Bourson. Direct it to Senator Magnuson, chairman of the com- 
mittee, and we will see it is incorporated in the record. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT BY CAPT. WILLIAM FE. GOLDEN, LICENSED St. LAWRENCE 
RIVER PILOT AND BUSINESS MANAGER OF LocaL No. 23 OF THE LICENSED TUGMEN 
& PILoTs ASSOCIATION 


My name is Capt. William E. Golden. I am an active pilot and business 
manager of Local No. 23 of the Licensed Tugmen & Pilots Association. This is 
an A.F. of L.—CIO ILA-M.T.D. affiliate. The L.T.P.P.A. is the oldest union of 
deck officers on the Great Lakes. There are also several other pilot organizations 
on the Great Lakes, but I am not aware of any that are not, generally speaking, 
newcomers. 

I live at Ogdensburg, N.Y. I was born and raised on the St. Lawrence 
River. I have been sailing for over 20 years, most of which was on the Great 
Lakes with several years deep sea during the war. For the past 5 years, I 
have been piloting on the St. Lawrence River. 

Speaking from practical and first hand knowledge, I would respectfully 
suggest that the U.S. Government invite the Canadian Government to first 
present, in detail, and I repeat the word detail, what they consider a fair and 
equitable reciprocal pilot bill. 

Referring to the testimony given concerning pilot bill S. 8019, I wish to point 
out that the pilots themselves could not be considered to have been properly 
represented. Considerable testimony was given conveying the idea that the 
speakers were representing the pilots themselves which is not the case. 

Consideration should be given to the glaring fact that not one Canadian 
pilot gave testimony which is easily understood because they have no voice 
and would undoubtedly suffer repercussions if they were to voice their views. 

If Canadian pilots in this day and age are not allowed any voice, how can we 
expect Canada to consider treating U.S. pilots any better. 

When the Canadian Government forces, and I do mean forces, the U.S. Navy 
to take Canadian pilots on U.S. naval ships in American waters, in addition to 
American pilots, how can anyone arrive at the conclusion that they will agree to 
anything reasonable on a reciprocal basis. 

In addition to the Navy episodes which extend over the past 2 years, I was 
informed by the Grace Line that they had been threatened by the Canadian 
Government with a jail sentence and a fine if they used any U.S. pilots between 
St. Regis and Montreal. The only reason the Grace Line used an American pilot 
between St. Regis and Montreal was because the Canadian Pilot Association, after 
sufficient advance notice, was still unable to furnish a pilot without considerable 
delay to the ship. 

The Canadian authorities, on numerous oceasions when it serves their purposes, 
have continually pointed out that there is no compulsory pilotage west of Mon- 
treal. If a ship, regardless of nationality, operates west of Montreal without a 
pilot, it does not meet with the disapproval of the Canadian authorities. It is 
only when a U.S. pilot is employed on these waters, regardless of the ships’ na 
tionality, that the Canadian authorities endeavor to use coercion and economic 
pressure with the net result, that, today, there are very few men qualified to do 
this work. A firm stand by the United States would soon rectify this sad state 
of affairs. 

Last fall, due to inclement weather, and the usual fall rush of shipping, there 
was a large number of foreign ships eastbound that were delayed and at anchor 
in American waters at Cape Vincent for a considerable time, waiting for Cana- 
dian pilots. U.S. pilots offered their services and were politely refused by the 
Canadian Pilot Association. 

Thus, we see a Clearly defined attitude of the Canadian authorities antagonistic 
to the American pilots. On numerous occasions U.S. pilots who offered thei! 
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services to foreign ship captains, were refused on the grounds that these captains 
were afraid of repercussion from the Canadian authorities. Under the circum- 
stances, no other factors would have dissuaded them from accepting the U.S. 
pilots. The foreseeable delays more than offset any other increased costs. 

Any reciprocal pilot bill should take effect at Montreal, the same as the Great 
Lakes pilot rules do, instead of endeavoring to terminate it at St. Regis. 

When it serves their purpose, the seaway is referred to as starting at Father’s 
Point in Quebee and extending as far west as the head of Lake Superior. 

There has never been any question of Lake Michigan being entirely within 
U.S. boundaries—why should there be any question because the St. Lawrence 
from St. Regis to Montreal is entirely within Canadian boundaries. 

Yet the U.S. Government has always recognized the Canadian Government on a 
reciprocal basis concerning Lake Michigan. Therefore, any reciprocal pilot bill 
should start at Father’s Point or, in lieu of that, should start at Montreal. 

Concerning the pilotage on the St. Lawrence River between Montreal and 
Cape Vineent, there has been considerable talk and I was personally informed 
by the Department of Transport that they were desirous of operating the pilotage 
on these waters on a 50-50 basis with U.S. pilots. If they are sincere in their 
intentions, I would suggest that a fair settlement would be that the Canadians 
pilot from Montreal west to St. Regis (Snell Lock) and the U.S. pilot 
from St. Regis west to Cape Vincent. This would obviously simplify matters. 
This would not disrupt the Canadian scale of wages, which the Canadian author- 
ities are undoubtedly concerned about. The U.S. scale of wages for these waters 
has been established for years preceding and including the past season of seaway 
operation. 

In proposing pilotage from a safety standpoint, there has been no attempt to 
go into detail on what constitutes safety. For example, how many hours should 
any pilot be allowed to work continuously in confined waters? The Federal law 
specifically states how many hours a truckdriver can work. 

Last winter I went to Panama for 2 weeks. I made numerous transits as an 
observer with friends of mine, who are piloting there. My purpose in mentioning 
the Panama Canal is from a safety and practical point of view. Panama Canal 
pilots are only allowed to work every other day and are also required to take 
off 1 more day a week. It is not uncommon for Canadian pilots to work a 100- 
hour week. 

Bearing in mind that the Panama Canal has had a great many years to work 
out an efficient and safe method of operation, I see no reason why it would not 
be advisable to profit by their experiences. Except in cases of emergency, the 
pilots pilot one way. It stands to reason that a man piloting in one direction, 
will know his route as well as it is humanly possible to do so, and also be able 
to confine his standby time to a minimum, thus making for a more economical 
operation. 

In addition to piloting one way, a pilot should be limited to the number of 
continuous hours he can work and, referring to confined waters, the distance 
he would be allowed to cover. 

These recommendations may meet with considerable opposition, but it will 
only be because the opposers are placing monetary considerations ahead of safe 
and efficient pilotage. 

As an essential part of any decision affecting St. Lawrence River pilotage, 
consideration must be given to certain collateral matters. No criticism of the 
Coast Guard is intended but we feel that at this time provision should be made 
for greater uniformity and fairness with respect to pilot qualifications and ship 
classifications. 

First, I respectfully suggest that, simultaneously with reciprocal pilot legis- 
lation, it be made possible for a person acting solely as a pilot on the Great 
Lakes to obtain a master’s unlimited license. 

Second, in the interests of safety, diesel-propelled craft should be placed in 
the same category as steam-propelled vessels. Both types of vessels do exactly 
the same work, and should therefore be under the same Government regula- 
tions as to pilots. This is not the case at the present time. Furthermore, why 
shouldn’t diesel tugs, whether towing or pushing barges, having a combined 
gross tonnage, generally exceeding or equal to many ships that are under Coast 
Guard Inspection Service, also be under the same rigid Coast Guard regulations? 

Third, tugs from the east coast transiting the Great Lakes are operated by 
officers and crews who put in at least an 84-hour week. A dangerously excessive 
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number of hours as far as safety is concerned. I might add that Great Lakes 
tugs do not operate on such a dangerous basis. After a good many years, and 
accidents too numerous to mention, such as the Buffalo disaster of an east-coast 
tug and barge with a Great Lakes steamboat, it is obviously high time, if anyone 
is interested in safety, that ships tonnage be figured on a commonsense basis, not 
a basis to suit the owners, in lieu of safety. 

Fourth, ships should not be allowed to put any crew members ashore on the 
landing boom for the purpose of handling their own mooring lines. This 
common practice of putting men ashore is probably as dangerous a procedure 
as any in the maritime industry today. 

Fifth, I have yet to meet a pilot, Canadian or American, who does not 
sincerely feel that in the interests of safety, all ships requiring a pilot should 
carry, while in confined waters, a specially trained wheelsman. This wheelsman 
would also be the source of supply for future pilots and in slack times, absorb 
any excess in pilots. 

I feel certain that these measures should have the fullest support of the 
Coast Guard and to my personal knowledge are subscribed to by some of the 
major tug operators on the Great Lakes. 

There are certain discrepancies in the testimony which has been given which 
I feel must be pointed out. 

In referring to parts of the statement offered by the State Department of 
EHuropean Affairs, I note where they have consulted and accepted Captain 
Lowe as an authority, for pilotage on the Great Lakes. I fail to understand how 
anyone with Captain Lowe’s many years of experience as a pilot would place 
himself in a position as being called an authority, on waters which he has, in 
fact, no knowledge of whatsoever, according to his own testimony. 

A sincere study of this bill only emphasizes that practically everything in it is 
assumed. 

It is difficult enough today to interpret any legislation, even after it is clearly 
defined. Any attempt to enact any legislation on an assumptive basis can only 
result in a catastrophic situation. 

Not only the pilot situation, but the entire maritime situation on the Great 
Lakes, as it exists today, is certainly not anything that anyone would be willing 
to step forward and take the responsibility for. 

To enact any of the pilot bills that have so far been presented would be strictly 
a case of putting the cart before the horse. Referring to the feasibility of li- 
censing any foreign ships officers, I would suggest that first U.S. ships be 
allowed the same privilege on European inland waters. 

It is not understandable why both Governments should have such strict 
regulations concerning the operation of their respective ships when, in the 
open lake, they plan on permitting foreign ships to operate on a lesser standard. 

S. 3019 in its present form not only takes away the bargaining rights of the 
pilots, but it also prevents them from working as so-called sailing masters on 
the open lakes, which they have been doing for quite a few years. 

I do not believe that it is the intent of the U.S. Government to take away 
anyone’s constitutional rights to make a living in order to permit foreign-ship 
owners to operate on a more profitable basis. 

If a constant source of qualified pilots is to be maintained on a stable basis, 
all ships, regardless of nationality, operating east of Montreal, whether occasion- 
ally or otherwise, should be required to have licensed pilots in addition to the 
regular complement of officers. This should apply on the St. Lawrence River 
from Cape Vincent to Father’s Point. 

Requirements for membership on any joint pilotage committee should be 
clearly defined, and practical experience on the Great Lakes should be required, 
not merely general maritime experience. 

This statement does not cover the entire situation, but in summing up, I be- 
lieve the United States should simultaneously put its own maritime situation on 
a practical and equal basis; secondly, that the Canadian Government should 
enact whatever pilotage regulations they wish, and then and only then, should 
the Congress of the United States negotiate for a reciprocal pilot bill. 

No pilotage bill should be hastily enacted. Bear in mind that the completion of 
one full season of operation on the seaway has established the fact that it is 
possible to operate without any additional legislation. 
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(Editorial entitled “Let’s Treat Our Pilots Fairly,” from the Og- 
densburg (N.Y.) Journal, Mar. 2, 1960, appended.) 


[From the Ogdensburg Journal, Mar. 2, 1960] 


a, 


Ler’s TREAT Our Pinots Farry 


Winter still has a tight grip on the harbors of the Great Lakes (Ogdensburg’s 
novel wooden booms have kept it virtually ice free this year), but preparations for 
another busy year of commercial shipping on the St. Lawrence Seaway are moving 
ahead on many fronts. 

This year the seaway will be opening on April 15, 10 days sooner than in 1959, 
its first full season of operation. Thus, there are only about 6 weeks left for the 
port cities along the 2,300 mile waterway to finish improving their docks and 
building new warehouses to handle their growing oversea commerce. At the 
same time, shipping interests from Japan to Denmark are mapping out schedules 
for their freighters to ply the Great Lakes this summer. 

One item of important business will probably not be completed in time for 
the 1960 shipping season, although an encouraging start has been made. This 
is the formulation of comprehensive pilotage legislation to cover the operation 
of foreign ships in United States and Canadian waters of the seaway route. 

Until the massive rush of vessels from all parts of the world to the Great Lakes 
and St. Lawrence last summer, there was no particular need to require that for- 
eign Ships carry pilots to assist them in navigating the tricky inland seas. Such 
foreign vessels as did come up the old shallow-draft canals, usually hired Ameri- 
can or Canadian pilots as a matter of course. 

Now that there is a full-fledged “traffic problem” on the lakes, with the foreign 
ships added to the normal heavy interlakes trade by United States and Canadian 
vessels, Senator Warren Magnuson, of Washington State, has come up with a 
bill that seeks to resolve past bitter United States-Canadian differences on pilot- 
ing rules and make the whole matter uniform once and for all. His bill reflects 
the joint thinking of the U.S. State Department, Coast Guard, Commerce De- 
partment, and other agencies. 

As Alvin Shapiro, vice president of the American Merchant Marine Institute, 
pointed out at last week’s hearings in Washington on the Magnuson bill: 

“Although there is at present on the books a law requiring the service of 
qualified piloting skills on United States and Canadian vessels navigating solely 
on the Great Lakes, there is no statutory requirement that oceangoing vessels 
of any flag have this skill available in U.S. waters. * * * 

“Apart from its merits as a starting point, the bill before you provides a basis 
for resolving international issues as between the two Federal Governments. It 
provides a basis for the establishment of reasonable rates, fair distribution of jobs 
between citizens of the United States and Canada, and adequate supervision of 
the competency and discipline of the personnel who will be involved.” 

A parade of other witnesses representing various Federal agencies said similar 
nice things about the bill, including Vice Adm. A. C. Richmond, Commandant 
of the U.S. Coast Guard. However, a dissenting voice was raised by the lone 
active river pilot (from either the United States or Canada) who testified before 
the Senate Merchant Marine Subcommittee. He happens to be an Ogdensburg 
man—Capt. William E. Golden, who represents Local 23 of the Licensed Tugmen 
& Pilots Association. (The union’s title confused an Associated Press reporter, 
who described Captain Golden as a “tugboat captain.” ) 

Captain Golden told the Journal upon his return from Washington that he 
was one of the last two or three witnesses called in the 2-day hearing. So un- 
expected was the summons that he did not even have time to prepare his 
testimony fully, and only this week he is submitting a supplemental statement 
on the pilotage bill to the congressional committee. 

Aside from the various criticisms that Captain Golden, as a licensed St. 
Lawrence River pilot, has of the bill, we feel that it was definitely shortsighted 
on the part of Senator Magnuson and his committee to virtually ignore the people 
who are most affected by the measure, the working river pilots of both Canada 
and the United States. The whole aim of the bill is to seek a compromise of 
differences with Canada, yet not a single Canadian pilot was heard. 

Fair treatment of American pilots by Congress and the Canadian Parliament 
has considerable implications in northern New York. Right here in our own 
area there are about 35 active licensed river pilots who are hired each summer 
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to assist ships to navigate the St. Lawrence channels from Cape Vincent to near 
Massena. This means an annual payroll of about half a million dollars, Captain 
Golden told us, and most of these men live in or near Ogdensburg. 

The present pilotage bill does not go as far as local Great Lakes shipmasters, 
including Capt. Anthony Gilbert and Capt. Eugene Peo, of Ogdensburg, would 
like. It would require that ocean ships carry licensed United States or 
Canadian pilots within certain restricted waters to be designated by the Presi- 
dent of the United States. Elsewhere, competent foreign officers could be licensed 
to act as pilots in the open waters of the Great Lakes. 

Captains Peo and Gilbert (who also attended last week’s hearings) favor 
requiring pilots all the way from Montreal to the head of the lakes and back, 
but other groups have claimed this would be too expensive for ship operators. 

Space does not permit us to touch on all the other ramifications of this im- 
portant measure. Suffice it to say that although there are many good points 
about the Magnuson bill, we prefer to see some of its loopholes plugged, which 
might cost jobs for northern New York pilots. Pilotage rules should be made 
uniform in the interest of safety for every ship that travels the St. Lawrence 
and Great Lakes, but a hasty bill would be worse than none at all. 

Mr. Bourson. Do you support statements that have reached us that 
the Canadian Immigration people would not permit American pilots 
to go into Canada and take ships, on the basis that it would take the 
work away from Canadian pilots ? 

Mr. Goxpen. I will find that in a moment, but I have another one 
already. 

Last fall, due to inclement weather and the rush of shipping, there 
were a large number of foreign ships eastbound waiting for pilots at 
Cape Vincent. U.S. pilots offered their services, and were politely 
refused by the Canadian Pilot Association. 

Mr. Bourson. Cape Vincent 

Mr. Gotpen. That is Cape Vincent; yes, sir. That is the beginning 
of the river. 

Mr. Bourson. But that is in U.S. territory, is it not ? 

Mr. Gotpen. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

I didn’t get a notice on this meeting, incidentally, so I could pre- 
pare a statement in advance. I just whipped this up last night with- 
out having anything to refer to. 

I wish to confirm any reports whereby the Canadian Immigration 
has on numerous occasions refused American pilots entry into Canada 
with the intention of piloting foreign ships. 

At Port Weller, which is the east entrance to the Welland Canal, 
there were American ships laying at anchor in Lake Ontario. They 
were not only awaiting transit through the canal but they were wait- 
ing for pilots. There were American pilots, and they attempted to 
board the Canadian pilot boat, and they were refused entry on the 
Canadian pilot boat to go to American ships. 

Mr. Bovurson. If you will give us any information along that line, 
sir, we will certainly include it in the record. 

Mr. Gotpen. Thank you very much. 

Senator Lauscuer. Mr. Brisset, counsel for the Shipping Federation 
of Canada. 





STATEMENT OF JEAN BRISSET, COUNSEL, THE SHIPPING FED- 


ERATION OF CANADA, INC.; ACCOMPANIED BY CAPT. JAMES 
MADISON 


Mr. Brisser. Mr. Chairman, with me on my left is Capt. James 
Madison, the assistant general manager of the Shipping Federation of 
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Canada, and the technical advisor of the federation on pilot matters. 
I would like, with your kind permission, to have him sit with me in 
case technical questions arise. 

Senator Lauscue. Proceed. 

Mr. Brisser. Mr. Chairman, my statement is short, and I would 
like to read it, as there are many important points I would like to 
make. 

The Shipping Federation of Canada, incorporated in 1903, is an 
association of owners and operators of vessels trading from overseas 
to eastern Canadian ports, St. Lawrence River ports, and Canadian 

and United States Great Lakes ports. 

The federation has also been authorized to act here as the spokes- 
man of the Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom, the Inter- 
national Chamber of Shipping, both of London, and the Baltic and 
International Maritime Conference of Copenhagen, which organ- 
izations represent and present the views of the British and European 
shipping interests as a whole on all questions of major policy. 

The steamship operators and agents, members of the federation, 
represent ocean ships of nearly all maritime countries, including Great 
Britain, the Republic of Eire, the Scandinavian countries, France, 
the Netherlands, Greece, Italy, West Germany, Israel, Japan, Pana- 
ma, Liberia, and the United States, as well as certain Canadian ocean 
and coasting services. The foreign maritime countries whose vessels 
have been plying in the Great Lakes since the opening of the St. 
Lawrence Seaway are all friendly nations anxious to develop their 
trade with the United States and Canada. 

For over 2 years the federation, along with other vitally interested 
parties, has been opposing the enactment by the United States of a 
pilotage bill sponsored by the U.S. Coast Guard which was originally 
introduced in the House of Representatives in 1957 as bill H.R. 7515 
and which is still pending before the House of Representatives, hav- 
ing been renumbered as bill H.R. 57. The federation’s opposition to 
this legislation stemmed mainly from the fact that it was deficient 
in two respects : 

(a) It failed to create the machinery which would have provided 
eflicient Government-regulated pilotage services by trained profes- 
sional pilots in those waters of the Great Lakes which are considered 
as restricted and where, consequently, the federation, itself, repre- 
senting a large segment of the ocean-shipping industry, has always 
considered that pilotage should be made compulsory for oceangoing 
vessels ; 

(b) It imposed compulsory pilotage on ocean shipping in those 

waters of the Great Lakes which cannot be considered as restricted 
and for the navigation of which the normal complement of officers 
of oceangoing vessels should be able and entitled to qualify, thus 
putting on the ‘operators an unnecessarily heavy economic burden. 

During the 2 to 3 years that it carried on its fight, the federation 
developed on the Great Lakes the nucleus of a workable organization 
to provide efficient pilotage services for oceangoing vessels “which the 
federation hoped would one day become effectively regulated by 
proper legislation in both the U nited States and Canada, 

The followi ing areas are presently served : 

(a) The St. Lawrence River between Montreal and its source in 
eastern Lake Ontario. 
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Many years ago, when ocean traffic began to develop on the Great 
Lakes prior to the opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway, the federa- 
tion had trained a number of pilots for the stretch extending from 
Montreal to Kingston and established efficient pilotage services which 
were taken over eventually by the Canadian Department of Trans- 
port. These waters which include the stretch between St. Regis and 
Kingston—that is, international waters, partly American, partly Ca- 
nadian—are, therefore, presently served by Canadian pete of the 
Montreal/Kingston district under the jurisdiction of the Canadian 
Department of Transport and since the district has been in operation, 
specialized pilots able to handle ships of all kinds and descriptions 
have been developed. 

(6) The waters of western Lake Erie, the Detroit River, Lake St. 
Clair, and the St. Clair River between longitude 82°20’ W. in Lake 
Erie to Lake Huron Lightship at the south end of Lake Huron. 

(c) The Welland Canal. 

At the beginning of the season of 1958, the federation established 
pilotage services for the waters listed in paragraphs (6) and (¢c) and 
developed a body of specialized pilots for that purpose. Under the 
system which was established, the pilot would board an upbound 
ship at Port Weller at the eastern end of the Welland Canal, pilot 
the vessel through the canal, rest during the transit of the open 
waters of Lake Erie, resume duty again at South-East Shoal and 
pilot the vessel through the Detroit River, Lake St. Clair, and the 
St. Clair River, disembarking at Sarnia. 

If the ship were to call at any port in Lake Erie, Detroit River, 
etc., the pilot would be available to take the vessel into and out of 
the vessel’s port of call, if required. The procedure would be re- 
versed for downbound vessels. 

These waters are now served by the Canadian pilots of the Port 
Weller/Sarnia pilotage district under the jurisdiction of the Canadian 
Department of Transport, the Canadian Department of Transport 
having taken over the organization which the federation had set up. 
However, the services of American pilots whom the federation had 
engaged to serve in that district were not utilized in 1959. 

(d) The channels and the locks of the St. Mary’s Falls Canal and 
the St. Mary’s River between detour light in Lake Huron and the 
source of the St. Mary’s River in Whitefish Bay on eastern Lake 
Superior. 

In these waters the federation instigated a pilotage service and 
they have been served by American pilots of the Lake Papatien Pilots’ 
Association, Inc., since the early summer of 1959. These pilots have 
rendered such valuable services that the federation considers that 
nothing should be done to disturb the working of this organization 
which has proved so efficient. 

If I may digress here a moment, Mr. Chairman, the president of 
that association filed a statement yesterday which I was privileged 
to read and his statement shows clearly what type of organization 
can be developed to insure the services that are required. 

Mr. Bourson. That was Theodore Svensson? 

Mr. Brisser. Yes. He explained in particular that there was an 
examination board set up to test and examine the pilot. They were 
also providing pilot boat services, themselves, and they were organized 
on the basis of an association, on the basis of private enterprise. 
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Mr. Bourson. When the ship went into Canadian ports, you had 
Canadian pilots there to handle them, did you not, on Lake Superior? 

Mr. Brisser. If the vessels went into the port of Port William and 
Port Arthur, which is on the Canadian side, the association I have 
spoken of had pilots there which would serve these ships, and these 
pilots were Canadians. These were the only Canadians in that or- 
ganization. The others were American. ; 

Mr. Bourson. Were they actually members of the Lake Superior 
Pilot Association ? 

Mr. Brisset. Yes. In spite of the fact they were Canadians, they 
were members of the American Lake Superior Pilot Association. 

Mr. Bourson. Do you have American pilots members of any 
Canadian pilots association ? 

Mr. Brisset. At the moment in the Port Weller/Sarnia district, 
the pilots are civil servants, employees of the Canadian Government. 
They are not formed in an association. They are, as we say in Canada, 
civil servants and employees of the Government. 

Mr. Bourson. And are all Canadians? 

Mr. Brisser. They are all Canadians. That may explain, if I may 
add, why there are no Americans in that district because the Govern- 
ment has made them civil servants and I understand that you have 
to be a Canadian citizen to be a Government employee. 

I assume the same situation will exist here if you—I don’t want to 
speak out of turn—I am not familiar with your legislation, but if you 
had Government employees, I imagine they would have to be U.S. 
citizens. 

(e) The following ports: 

(aa) The port of Toronto which is served by pilots appointed by 
the Canadian Government, 

(bb) The port of Hamilton which is served by pilots of the Hamil- 
ton Harbour Commission, 

(cc) The port of Duluth which is served by pilots of the Lake 
Superior Pilots’ Association, Inc., 

(dd) The port of Fort William which is served by Canadian pilots 
of the same association, as well as the port of Port Arthur. 

(ee) All ports on Lake Erie, the Detroit River, etc., which are 
presently served by Canadian Government pilots of the Port Well- 
er/Sarnia district. 

In these ports a highly satisfactory system of noncompulsory 
pilotage was initiated by the federation during the season of 1959 and 
ocean vessels operated by members of the federation invariably use 
these pilots in these ports when the master requires a pilot. 

It is hoped that by proper selection and a sound training scheme, 
the development of a bode of experienced professional pilots of the 
highest caliber will continue to be furthered. 

Reverting to bill S. 3019, “The Great Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960,” 
the federation feels that the defects existing in H.R. 57 have been cured 
in that, on the one hand, recognition is given to the fact that officers of 
oceangoing vessels proceeding into the Great Lakes can be qualified 
for navigation elsewhere than in the restricted waters while, on the 
other hand, when pilots will be required, whether it be in the restricted 
waters because pilotage there is made compulsory, or in the open 
waters, because the ship’s officers have not qualified, then the pilotage 
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services will be effectively regulated under the enabling power given 
to the Secretary of Commerce so as to insure that the most efficient 
services will be made available. 

The federation does not understand that the services will be run 
by the Government, itself, on either side, but rather it is envisaged 
that the pilots registered for service in the various areas, whether they 
be for restricted waters or open waters, will be formed into pools 
or associations and their services will be organized on a basis of private 
enterprise, with the vessels’ operators paying for the maintenance of 
such services with the result that the role of the Secretary of Com- 
merce will simply be a supervisory and regulatory one. 

That is the basis upon which the Lake Superior Pilots Association 
has been organized and formed. 

The federation, therefore, on behalf of the ocean shipping industry 
which it represents, is happy to give its ‘support to bill S. 3019 and 
wishes to assure the Government agencies concerned of its whole- 
hearted cooperation in the attainment of the objectives which the 
legislation is intended to further. 

With some diffidence, the federation believes that it may not be 
presumptuous or improper on its part to draw the attention of the 
committee to a defect, not in the substance of the bill, but in its style 
in the drafting of paragraph (b) of section 3. To put it succinctly, 
this paragraph is understood to mean that in waters not designated 
by the President, ocean vessels shall not be required to have a pilot on 
board if one of their officers is qualified for navigation in such waters. 

1. First of all, it is evident under the definition section (par. (e) 
of sec. 2) that to qualify, the officer concerned must be a member of 
the regular complement of the vessel and, therefore, there appears 
to be no reason to provide in paragraph (b) of section 3 that he 
shall be on board. 

2. Secondly, it seems reasonable to assume that, in most instances, 
if not in all, the master of the vessel will be the officer who will qualify. 
It seems, therefore, superfluous to provide that as a qualified officer he 
shall be available on board to direct the navigation of the vessel at 
his discretion and subject to his customary authority in his capacity 
of master. 

Mr. Bourson. Section (b) doesn’t say either a registered officer or 
another officer qualified. 

Mr. Brissrer. I am coming to that, sir, in just a moment, if you will 
allow me to make my point. 

If an officer other than the master is the one qualified, it seems also 
superfiuous to provide that he shall direct the navigation of the vessel 
at the discretion and subject to the customary authority of the master 
since this is so in any event and at all times. 

The wording of the act on which we have commented, namely, sec- 
tion 3, paragraph (b) could more simply and clearly r ad as follows: 


In those U.S. waters of the Great Lakes which are not designated by the 
President in accordance with paragraph (a) of this section, unless there is in 
the service of the vessel a qualified officer, there shall be on board such regis- 
tered vessels of the United States and designated foreign registered vessels a 
U.S. registered pilot or Canadian registered pilot for the waters concerned who 
shall be available to direct the navigation of the vessel in such undesignated 
waters at the discretion of and subject to the customary authority of the master. 
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Mr. Bournon. The bill makes a definite distinction between regis- 
tered pilot and the other qualified officer. In this case you call them 
all registered pilots, is that it 4 

Mr. Brisser. No, that is not my point. If I may proceed further I 
will explain this. 

The words “other officers” in paragraph (e) of section 2 should 
read “qualified officer.” It is unnecessary to point out that the regis- 
tered pilot referred to in paragraph (b) of section 3 will not be a 
member of the regular complement of the vessel and not an officer of 
the vessel and therefore the word “other” has no place in the wording 
of the section when affixed to the word “officer,” which of course refers 
toa member of the crew. 

In other words, he is the extra pilot, the extra body put on board, 
certificated by either Government, is the true pilot in the sense of this 
word. Therefore the word “other” has not place in the wording of 
the section when affixed to the word “officer” when it refers to a mem- 
ber of the crew. 

Mr. Bourson. Would it be all right to s: an officer qualified” ? 

Mr. Brisser. Or an officer qualified ad . he not, 1 would sug- 
gest. style entirely correct, because that officer qualified might be the 
master and would be in most cases the master. 

Mr. Bournon. He wouldn’t be subject 

Mr. Brisset. It gives him a dual capacity, a split personality. As 
an officer, he would be directing the navigation of the vessel under his 
authority and at his discretion as master. 

Mr. Bourson. It is kind of a redundant wording. 

Mr. Brisser. It is kind of redundant. And I find support for my 
suggestion in the very statement of Mr. White, the Deputy Assist: ant 


Secretary of State in which he explained this section at page 5 of his 
statement when he says this: 





In U.S. waters of the Great Lakes not designated by the President, vessels 
to which the bill is applicable will be required to carry a United States or 
Canadaian registered pilot “unless there is in the service of the vessel an 
officer who is qualified.” 

That is practically the same words I am using in my own sug- 
gested amendment. 

In closing, the following statistical information may be of interest 
to ~ committee : 

. In the Lake Superior Pilotage Association, which in 1959 served 
és oceangoing ships in the St. Marys River, the port of Duluth and 
the ports of Fort William and Port Arthur, comprised the following 
number of pilots: 12/15 permanent; 5 casual. 

Senator LauscnHe. Where are you reading from ? 

Mr. Brisser. At the bottom of page 5 of my statement. 

Senator Lauscur. Proceed. 

Mr. Brisser. The Lake Superior Pilotage Association which in 
1959 served the oceangoing ships in the St. Marys River, the port 
of Duluth and the ports of Fort William and Port Arthur, com- 
prised the following number of pilots: 12/15 permanent; 5 casual. 

In Mr. Svensson’s statement I referred to earlier, we are told that 
additional pilots are now being tested and screened to fill the needs 
Which are foreseen will increase in that district. 


54442-—_60—_6 








66 GREAT LAKES PILOTAGE 


2. The restricted waters in the Port Weller/Sarnia district were 

served last season by 29 permanent and 16 casual Canadian pilots. 
3. The restricted waters in the St. Lawrence River between Mon- 

les and Kingston were served last season by 53 Canadian pilots. 

4. The total number of round voyages made by commercial vessels 
which entered the Great Lakes system : through the Montreal gatew: LV 
of the St. Lawrence Seaway during the season of 1959 was 3,300. 
This number is broken up as follows: 


(a) Lake vessels: 
Canadian 


ea ace Ar Shai oe A hd gee ee nh Rk Brn Bn ol 1, 956 
ies at he ete hee ee hs 250 

NN ae 2, 206 

(b) Oceangoing vessels other than American under register__.__________ 1, 033 
(c) American oceangoing vessels under register___.__-________-_______~_- 61 


I might add in conclusion that these figures were taken from the 
publication made last week by the Seaway Authority on both sides 
giving statistics of the traffic in the Great Lakes, through the 
Montreal gateway. 

Senator Lauscne. What point do oe make for these figures? I 
see the addition would be that the’ Canadian lake vessels, 1956 
oceangoing vessels other than American under register, 1,033, so that 
the total number of vessels, not American, would be 2.989, and the 
total American vessels would be 250 lake and 61 American ocean- 
going, numbering 311. 

Now, what point do you make for that? 

Mr. Brisser. I just wanted to give statistics to enable the committee 
to have a broad outline of the traffic that was coming through the 
Montreal gateway. I had no other point in mind. 

Senator Lauscne. No further questions. 

Mr. Bourson. Now that you have presented your very fine state- 
ment, do you think that there is any justific ation for the statements 
that have been made by American pilots that they have been frozen 
out and have not been given an even break by Canada ? 

Mr. Brisser. I would like to say two things in this regard. The 
record of past hearings shows that the Shipping Federation of Canada 
has always adv ocated that there should be equal participation in the 
pilotage on the Great Lakes as between Americans and Canadians. 

Mr. Bourson. That doesn’t answer the question, of course. 

Mr. Brisser. No. 

In the Montreal-Kingston district and anywhere else on the Great 
Lakes which are considered restricted waters, on the Canadian side, 
there is no statutory compulsion on any ship to employ a pilot, any 
ship can come up through the Montreal gateway into the lakes without 

ilot. There is no compulsion, no law at the moment forcing any 
ship to employ a pilot. There may be, if Canada passes par: allel 
legislation to this one, a compulsory feature introduced as there is in 
the present legislation but at the moment there is no such compulsion. 
The ships are perfectly free. 

Mr. Bovurson. I think it was Captain Golden who made a state- 
ment a few minutes ago about the ships at Cape Vincent going back 
up to Montreal and the fact that the American pilots could not get 
aboard them, that they would take only Canadian pilots? 
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Mr. Brisser. In that district, the pilots available are exclusively 
Canadian pilots. 

May I ask Captain Madison to answer this question. I think he 
is more fully familiar. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. JAMES MADISON 


Mr. Mapison. Last season I understand quite a number of American 
registered ships employed American pilots between St. Regis and Cape 
St. Vincent. That is the international area of the Montreal-Kingston 
district. 

Mr. Bourson. But from Vincent on to Montreal did they have to 
take Canadian pilots ? 

Mr. Mapison. Between St. Regis and Montreal, it 
employ Canadian pilots. 

Mr. Brisser. If they wish to use a pilot. If they do not wish to 
use a pilot they can go without. Ifa ship decides to use a pilot in that 
stretch he must, I understand, use a Canadian pilot put at the disposal 
of the ship by the Canadian Government. 

Mr. Bournon. Isn't that strip half American waters / 

Mr. Brisser, At the time purely Canadian waters. 

Senator Lauscur. Mr. Golden, did you wish to say something only 
on the ow of being American or Canadian waters 4 
Mr. Goupen. I would like to state that starting at Cape Vincent 
to St. Regis you have a distance of 120 some miles and at one time it 
was measured off and they came up with somewhere in the neighbor- 
hood of 96 miles of that 120 in American waters. I would like to take 
exception to everything else that was mentioned there if I had the 
opportunity. 

Senator Lauscne. Why are only Canadian pilots engaged there 
whenever they are asked for? 

Mr. Brisser. Because—I would like to clear a point in my mind 
here: Is the chairman speaking of Canadian waters—— 

Senator Lauscur. Now, wait. It is not compulsory to hire a pilot 
but let’s assume the ship operator wants a pilot. He then gets a 
Canadian pilot. Why? 

Mr. Brisser. Because the Canadian Government is the only Gov- 
ernment agency that has organized a pilotage service training pilots 
for service in restricted waters. This training entails not only | having 
a master’s license but. a lengthy period of service under the supervision 
of the agency that controls pilotage, service on board quite a number 
of ships ‘and that service is restricted to the particular area where the 
pilot will serve and will have a license 

Senator Lauscne. Are these pilots the ones you describe as civil 
servants ? 

Mr. Brisser. Not in the district between commer and Kingston. 
It is only in the district between Port Weller and Sarnia that the 
Canadian pilots were put into the civil service. 

Senator Lauscue. Has there been controversy about the failure to 
hire American pilots in that area? 

Mr. Brisser. I have explained that when the federation itself was 
running the service it had employed American pilots. They had 
advertised in the United States as well as in Canada and secured the 
services of both Americans and Canadians but when the Government 


is necessary to 
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took over the organization they dispensed with the services of the 
American pilots. Now, I would not like to speak here for the Cana- 
dian Government and explain why they decided to do that. It is out- 
side of my own field. 

Mr. Bourson. It doesn’t necessarily speak too well for the Ameri- 
can pilots to get aneven break from this bill, does it 4 

Mr. Brissrr. I am sorry to disagree with you, sir. Under the 
present legislation there are provisions made to efficiently organize 
and regulate pilotage and therefore you are no longer left with a 
vacuum as you were before. And, therefore, with the possibility of 
regulating pilotage services, I see no reason w hy the two Governments 
should not work together and establish parallel and similar-—— 

Mr. Bourson. There were no U.S. licenses issued by the Coast 
Guard qualifying men from Ogdensburg or St. Regis, up into the 


‘ 


St. Lawrence River? 

Mr. Brisser. We have always taken the stand, sir, that a license 
from the Coast. Guard, of which we understand there are some 2 2,000 
issued, does not qualify a man to serve as a specialized pilot in re- 
stricted waters. We have always advocated in addition to this pri- 
mary requirement, a period of training and a system of regulation or 
control by proper authority. That is what did not exist up to now 
but what we believe the present legislation will provide. 

Mr. Bourson. Are these pilots you talk about from Montreal to 
Kingston what have often been referred to as sailing masters ? 

Mr. Brissret. No, they are not sailing masters. They are pilots in 
the sense that we have been speaking of, pilots’ training, that have to 
have a master’s license, which is the equivalent of a pilot’ s license on 
this side. But at the same time, after having obtained that master’s 
license, they must also undergo a rigid period of training and at. all 
times remain subject to the disciplinary powers of the agency, which in 
Canada isthe Minister of Transport. 

Mr. Bourson. Just one more question: Has the question been 
brought up as to just what the overall total of pilots is likely to he to 
service the vessels that. are coming in and out, that is, the combined 
American-Canadian pilots? 

Mr. Brisser. I am sure that this is one of the first problems that 
will have to be solved: How many pilots in all are required? I be- 
lieve I am not wrong in saying that more pilots will be required than 
there exists at the moment under the organizations that I have de- 
scribed in my statement. The pattern of traffic is such that we have 
seen an enormous increase and foresee a further increase in traffic and 
therefore there will be more pilots required, and this is where we hope 
the American Government will come in with its own organization to 
supply the necessary pilotage material. 

Senator Lauscur. You haven’t answered his question. 

Mr. Brisser. Lam sorry if I didn’t understand that. 

Mr. Bourson. I asked if there had been any discussion as to what 
would be the total number of pilots required. 

Mr. Brisset. Not that I know of. We have not participated our- 
selves in any discussion and we do not know whether the two Gov- 
ernments or the two agencies have been working on this pilotage bill 
and have discussed this problem. If they have we have no knowledge 
of it. 
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Mr. Bourson. Now as I see it, the big advance that this bill has 
made in your mind is that it does not require ships coming in here, the 
ships you represent, to have a registered pilot aboard the whole 20 or 
24 days, or whatever it is they might be in the Great Lakes and the 
Seaway. 

Apparently you are satisfied that this provision for another quali- 
fied officer, or a qualified officer, will take care of this. 

Now how do you expect your oe it are coming in, the — that 
you represent, to take advantage of that option’ Is the Canadian 
Government preparing to issue a eeritifieaté that will make it possible 
for each one of these ships coming in to have a qualified officer who is 
sit ge to that Government to handle the ship in the open waters / 

Mr. Brisser. It is our understanding that our Government will have 
regulations which will permit inspection or examination of the officers 
of oceangoing vessels coming up into the Great Lakes, after which 
examination, if they meet the safety requirements which we assume 
will be agreed upon by the two Governments, it will permit a certificate 
or license, or whatever you may call it, to be issued to them to qualify 
them for the open waters. 

Mr. Bournon. Of course, that cannot be under the civil service, 
could it? 

Mr. Brisser. Oh, no. It will be a certificate that will testify to the 
effect, I imagine, that they have been examined and have been found 
to meet certain requirements or qualifications. 

Senator Lauscnn. Very well, that is all. 

Mr. Brisser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Lauscie. Is there anyone else here who desires to be 
heard 4 

Mr. Golden, if you will step forward. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. GOLDEN 


Mr. Gotpen. Bearing in mind the shortage of time here, I would 
just like to have the privilege of having the record show that I take 
exception to practically everything that was mentioned by the Cana- 
dian Shipping Federation in re ‘lation to the Canadian and American 
pilot situation. 

Now I can enlarge on that as the Chair sees fit to allow me. 

[ have correspondence whereby we have contacted in the past, and 
I mean numerous times we have contacted the Canadian Shipping 
Federation, and they absolutely refuse to meet with us under any 
circumstances. In one letter they even mentioned that they had a 
shortage of chairs. 

Mr. Borrron. Well, Captain, if you will prepare that information 
for us, I can assure you it will be received. 

Mr. Gotpen. Just a few other things. 

Speaking about pilots, with regard to oper ating between St. Regis 
and Montreal, which is entirely within Canadian waters, the Depart- 
ment of Transport saw fit to go out of their way to notify the Grace 
people as I have already previously said, and they informed me from 
the Chicago office that they were in receipt of a letter signed by no 
less a person than Hees, that he notified them that there would be a 
jail sentence and a fine if they were to have the audacity to use an 
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American pilot on an American subsidized vessel between St. Regis 
and Montreal, and I am not exaggerating a bit. 

One other thing misconstrued as far as I am concerned in relation 
to what the Canadian Shipping Federation stated: You asked them 
a question with regard to whether or not the Montreal Kingston pilots 
were civil service. He said they weren’t. Well, they are not, but 
he failed to inject in there that those men are absolutely in the same 
status as civil servants. They can’t strike, they have no bargaining 
powers, they have nothing. 

Senator Lauscne. All right, thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. EUGENE PEO 


Mr. Pro. And this is Capt. L. A. Gilbert. We were both raised in 
Tronburg. We have been in the Great Lakes for 34 years. I have 
and the captain has been 30 years, or more. 

In the past 14 years we have both sailed Great. Lakes ore vessels in 
the coal trade, the grain tr ade, and so forth. We feel we are very 
competent in expressing our views, and we represent the Internation: aul 
Shipmasters Association, which is a very old organization. 

We have always been—the shipmasters I am speaking for—have 
always been for safety at sea, better aids to navigation, and anything 
in the line of safety. 

The Great Lakes trade itself can very well speak of safety due to 
the number of years it has been in existence, and the number of tons 
it has carried, and with all the entire safety that is in this record. 

We are not concerned with labor, and we are strictly a benevolent 
organization. In my statement that we will prepare and send in to 
your committee, we will state all our history of the International 
Shipmasters. 

For the record today, we want to identify ourselves so that we will 
have notice of any hearings, so that we might get the record of this 
hearing for our records, so that we can comment on it. 

Mr. Bourson. But you do approve of the bill? 

Mr. Pro. We do approve of the bill to this extent, that we as Gre: 
Lakes masters recognize the fact that the Great Lakes is closed w a 
navigation from Montreal to the entire area. 

Now, to elaborate a little bit on that, for instance, there is no 
requirement to have a pilot aboard the vessel from, we will say, Port 
Colborne over to the west end of Lake Erie. Now these vessels go 
into Erie, they go into Buffalo, they go into Ashtabula, on into C leve- 
land, Sandusky, and of course the pilot restricted area from southeast 
shoals coves to the Toledo area. However, that is very restricted 
water and there are hundreds of vessels covering those waters, I can’t 
say every day, but there is a very likely number of vessels there, and 
there is no requirement for a foreign vessel to take a pilot from Port 
Colborne to Buffalo. 

I, as an American citizen and as a taxpayer, am not eligible because 
my license does not go down the Niagara River to Tonawanda. I, as 
an American citizen and Captain Gilbert, cannot go down there with- 
out a pilot. 

Mr. Bourson. Why? 

Mr. Pro. Because we are not licensed for that area. 
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Mr. Bourson. The Coast Guard will not license you # 

Mr. Peo. The Coast Guard will not allow me to go down there 
because it does not cover that area. 

But the foreign flag that does not have to contribute to the subsidy 
that the U.S. ships do, and we as taxpayers do who pay these sub- 
sidies of these American ships—the foreigner can go down Tonawanda 
and without any restriction at all. 

Again, as master of an American — my inspec tion certificate dis- 
tinetly states that east of Buffalo, or Port Colborne, I can take the 
vessel as far as Oswego with two lets. I must have those two pilots. 
American citizens on that American ship. Further than 16 hours on 
Lake Ontario I have to have the full complement of officers aboard 
that American ship. I cannot go there if I have a third mate who does 
not have a license for Lake Superior. He, as an American citizen, 
cannot pilot that ship up through there. He cannot stand a watch on 
Lake Superior. 

But still now we want a license—I understand we have a foot in the 
right direction in getting this pilotage bill through, but we as Ameri- 
can citizens cannot do exactly what these foreigners are being allowed 
to do by this bill. I say that the whole Great Lakes area is a restricted 
area. 

You take Uake Michigan. There is nothing in this bill that says, 
this bill, 3019, that a pilot has to be on Lake Huron. He comes up to 
Pooles Reef, which is very restricted waters. There have been numer- 
ous accidents among American ships, even. 

Mr. Bournon. The restricted waters will be designated. 

Mr. Pro. I would like to go on and elaborate a little bit more into 
Lake Michigan. 

Mr. Bourson. I believe the Senator will have to leave. 

Senator Lauscur. There is a quorum call. The buzzer has just in- 
dicated it. I am not a member of this subcommittee. I have come in 
here to handle this meeting. I would like to hear you, but would 
you mind putting that in writing, what you have, and we will include 
it in the record. 

Mr. Pro. I certainly will. I have sort of run off at the mouth here 
and I am sorry to take up your time, but we have been working on this 
for a good number of years and we had rather short notice or we would 
have had a statement prepared. 

(The following statement was received later :) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT BY CAPT. EUGENE O. PEO AND Capt. L. ANTHONY 
GILBERT, COCHAIRMAN OF THE NAVIGATION AND LEGISLATION COMMITTEE OF 


THE GRAND LODGE INTERNATIONAL SHIPMASTERS ASSOCIATION OF THE GREAT 
LAKES 


We, Capt. Eugene O. Peo and Capt. L. Anthony Gilbert, both of the city of 
Ogdensburg, N.Y., appreciate this opportunity to present our Association’s 
opinions concerning pilot bill S. 3019. 

The International Shipmasters Association of the Great Lakes is comprised of 
15 lodges in the principal ports of the Great Lakes with 781 active members, 679 
American and 102 Canadian, all of whom hold master’s and pilot’s license in 
their respective countries, as well as 300 associate members who are also active 
in the industry. 

Our organization was founded in 1886 at Buffalo, N.Y., as a benevolent as- 
sociation. It has always strived to promote safety at sea by recommending higher 
standards of licensing on the Great Lakes, better aids to navigation and 
modern and separate safety courses on all Great Lakes. We feel that the efforts 
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of this association since its formation have contributed to the present high 
standard of safe navigation that we now enjoy on the Great Lakes. Over the 
years, our excellent record of safe navigation speaks for itself when one considers 
the vast amount of tonnage moved on the Great Lakes. 

In regard to the aforementioned bill, this association’s shipmasters and pilots 
will be working closer to the phase connected with deep-water vessels trading 
on the Great Lakes than any other parties in the maritime Great Lakes industry. 
By virtue of this. we feel well qualified to express views and opinions con- 
cerned with safe navigation and pilotage in the Great Lakes area. 

We are unanimously in agreement with the proposed Great Lakes Pilotage Act 
of 1960 and believe, with a few amendments and modifications which we will 
point out, that the act will do a great deal to improve navigation on the Lakes. 

Section 2¢2) of the bill reads as follows: “Great Lakes means Lake Superior, 
Michigan, Huron, Erie, and Ontario, their connecting and tributary waters, the 
St. Lawrence River as fur east as Saint Regis, and adjacent areas.” For true 
reciprocity in the navigated waters of the Great Lakes between the United 
States and Canada we wholeheartedly recommend that the “Great Lakes” mean- 


ing be extended as far east as Montreal rather than to Saint Regis. In this 
connection, we call your attention to the laws relating to the navigation of ves 
sels. An act to regulate navigation on the Great Lakes and their connecting 


and tributary waters as amended, reads as follows: 

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the following rules for prevently col 
losions shall be followed in the navigation of all public and private vessels of 
the United States upon the Great Lakes and their connecting and tributary 
waters as far east as Montreal and in the navigation of all other vessels upon 
such lakes and waters while within the territorial waters of the United States. 
(28 Stat. 645-650, as amended 49 Stat. 669, 62 Stat. 82; and Act of March 28, 
1958 (Public Law 85-350) ; U.S.C. 241-295.)” 

To be consistent with that act, Great Lakes in the instant bill should mean the 
five lakes, their connecting and tributary waters, and the St. Lawrence River as 
far east as Montreal rather than as far east as St. Regis. Furthermore, by 
virtue of the treaty of January 11, 1909 between United States and Great 
Britain, the rights of navigation of U.S. pilots have been honored as far east as 
Montreal by the Canadian Government. 

This association opposes section 2(e) of the proposed act which defines “other 
officer.” As we interpret this section, citizens of other countries outside of the 
United States and Canada can be certificated to navigate in open lake or unre- 
stricted waters. This opposition arises mainly from our interest in safe navi- 
gation on the Great Lakes. In this connection, we respectfully submit that all 
waters of the Great Lakes should be considered restricted water. Certainly, 
what could be considered more restricted and dangerous or anv more close 
water navigation than the Straits of Mackinac, or such harbors as Buffalo, Erie, 
Cleveland, Loraine, and Toledo on Lake Erie; or Bay City and the Georgian 
Bay Harbors on Lake Huron. To say that Green Bay Passages, Sturgeon 
Bay Canal, Manitowoc, Sheboygan, Milwaukee, Chicago, South Chicago, Indi- 
ana Harbor, Gary, and Muskegon Harbor on Lake Michigan are not close water 
navigation and restricted would be ridiculous to a veteran pilot. The same is 
true of Marquette, Portage Canal, Ashland, Duluth, Superior, Port Arthur, and 
Fort William on Lake Superior. 

We also would like to point out that there are numerous cross courses and 
converging courses, that demand complete local knowledge of the Great Lakes. 
In addition, there are also separate up- and down-bound courses on the Great 
Lakes, which we Great Lakes navigators are aware of, know the value of, and 
strictly adhere to. With today’s modern fast deepwater ships, one can readily 
understand the dangerous situation that would arise in times of low visibility 
and inclement weather if these ships were not navigated by a person thoroughly 
familiar with local knowledge language of the Great Lakes, and its procedure in 
these problems of safe navigation. 

We, as Great Lakes navigators, submit that the whole Great Lakes area is 
unique in its navigational problems, ship handling and terminology, and we feel 
that the lakes are wholly different from any other bodies of water in the world. 
For these reasons, Great Lakes vessels of United States and Canada must be 
under the direction of United States and Canadian licensed officers fully fa- 
miliar with all problems of the water, and the rules pertaining to safe naviga- 
tion as set up by their respective government agencies. We do not feel that bill 
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S. 3019 provides for this same element of safety for the deepwater ships navi- 
gating the Great Lakes, by reason of its permissive certification of navigators or 
pilots who lack familiarity with navigation problems of these waters. For this 
reason, we cannot concur with section 2(e) of the proposed act. 

In closing we again state that bill S. 3019 has merit and is a step in the right 
direction for compulsory pilotage on the Great Lakes which the international 
shipmasters have advocated for years. With the exceptions and amendments 
heretofore stated, we highly recommend passage of this bill by Congress. 

Mr. Pro. Thank you very much. 

Senator Lauscur. We have an article from the New York Journal 
of Commerce dated February 19, 1960, entitled, “Pilot Bill—A Must,” 
written by Stanley Mantrop, which, without objection, will appear in 
the record at this point. 

nee remarks of Senator Magnuson in the Congressional Record 
of February 11, with regard to pilotage requirements in navigation 
of U.S. waters of the Great Lakes which without objection, will be in- 
cluded in the record at this point. 

The committee is in receipt of a letter from Mr. Arthur W. Todd, 
director of purchase engineering, of the Lincoln Electric Co., en- 
closing a statement. Without objec tion, this will be included in the 
record at this point. 

Also, there are a number of telegrams, most of them supporting, 
but several, from licensed tugmen and pilots opposing the bill. 

Likewise, request has been made from various sources for permis- 
sion to submit, for the record, their views on the bill. Such per- 
mission is granted, and the record will be held open for 10 days 
for receipt of these communications, which will be included in the 
record at this point. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


[New York Journal of Commerce, Feb. 19, 1960] 
Pitot Birr1r—A Must 
By Stanley Mantrop 


It is encouraging to note after months of bickering between United States 
and Canadian Government officials over a suitable pilotage bill for the Great 
Lakes and St. Lawrence Seaway that some constructive steps are finally being 
taken. 

And if the records of the marine underwriters who took a beating during 
the seaway’s first year 1959 mean anything, the enactment of some joint legis- 
lation on pilotage can’t come too soon. Last year more than 500 casualties were 
reported, 300 of which resulted in claims amounting to more than $12.5 million. 
Fortunately, there was no loss of life. 

The bill introduced by Senator Warren Magnuson, Democrat, Washington, on 
which hearings will be held later this month is certainly a step in the right 
direction, even if the bill does fall short of what the U.S. Coast Guard would 
like in the way of new pilotage regulations. 

The Magnuson bill is undoubtedly a compromise to satisfy the Canadian au- 
thorities who frown on the U.S. view that there should be compulsory use of 
pilots over the whole seaway route, and who, in this instance, hold the whip 
hand. Most of the pilotage districts are in Canadian waters. 

The Canadian view is that if the foreign ships using the seaway are compelled 
by law to take on pilots for the entire trip it would have the effect of reducing 
the saving for those doing business on the waterway by the added costs the 
ships would have to pay to carry them. 

Senator Magnuson’s bill comes as close as possible to meeting the Canadian 
viewpoint. It would require the compulsory use of pilots on confined waters, 
but would leave the open Great Lakes lanes open to pilotage either by a pilot 
or a competent ship’s officer, whichever happened to be available. 
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Despite the fact the Magnuson bill is not going to satisfy everyone, it cer- 
tainly is the most constructive and sensible piece of legislation on pilotage pro- 
posed so far. 

The bill contains sufficient safeguards to make it workable on both sides of the 
Seaway, and it is to be hoped that, with some minor changes agreement will be 
reached on it as soon after the opening of inland navigation, as possible. 

There is merit to the claim of most ocean shipping lines that many of their 
officers are capable of handling the pilotage of their vessels on the open Great 
Lakes waters, and therefore should not be saddled with the added cost of car- 
rying a pilot. 

On the other hand, consideration should also be given to the views of the Coast 
Guard and the pilotage associations, who contend that a safety factor is in- 
volved and that unskilled ship handlers pose a menace to not only the ocean fleets, 
but also the ever-increasing number of domestic ships using the lakes and the 
seaway. 

Therefore, it would appear to be essential that the qualifications of any 
Ship’s officer doubling as a pilot, be checked out to the joint satisfaction of both 
the Canadian and U.S. authorities before being permitted to continue on after 
passage has been completed on the confined areas. 

It is highly unlikely because of the controversial nature of the pilotage issue 
that any real solution is going to be found until the seaway has been in opera- 
tion for a few more years at which time both Governments will have a better 
idea just what is needed in the way of final legislation. 

But on the record of 1959, some strong interim measure is a must for both 
countries. It cannot be put off any longer. Speedy enactment of a pilotage bill 
would not only clear up some of the safety fears of those who do business on 
the seaway, but could also go a long way toward clearing up, in the minds of 
ocean ship lines using the seaway, how much their added cost of doing business 
on the Great Lakes are going to be. 

Let’s cut the hearings short and get down to the business of making the inland 
waterways what their backers call them—the safest ship lanes in the world. 


{From Congressional Record, Feb. 11, 1960] 
PILOTAGE REQUIREMENTS IN NAVIGATION OF U.S. WATERS OF THE GREAT LAKES 


Mr. MaGnuson. Mr. President, by request, I introduce, for appropriate ref- 
erence, a bill to provide for certain pilotage requirements in the navigation of 
U.S. waters of the Great Lakes, and for other purposes. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a letter from the Assistant Secretary of State, requesting the proposed 
legislation, together with an analysis of the bill, may be printed in the Record. 

The Vice PRESIDENT. The bill will be received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the letter and analysis will be printed in the Record. 

The bill (Senate 3019) to provide for certain pilotage requirements in the 
navigation of U.S. waters of the Great Lakes, and for other purposes, introduced 
by Mr. Magnuson, by request, was received, read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

The letter and analysis presented by Mr. Magnuson are as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, February 11, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate. 


DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: Pursuant to the Department’s letter of January 
18, 1960, there are transmitted herewith a draft and analysis of a proposed bill 
to provide for certain pilotage requirements in the navigation of U.S. waters of 
the Great Lakes and for other purposes. 

This draft bill has been prepared jointly by the Departments of State and 
Commerce and the Coast Guard, with advice from the Bureau of the Budget. 

The primary purposes of the proposed bill are to establish pilotage require- 
ments in U.S. waters of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River for U.S. and 
foreign-flag vessels operating on ocean routes into the Great Lakes and to pro- 
vide the basis for a regulated system of pilotage to meet those requirements. 
Provision is made for coordination of this system with a pilotage system regu- 
lated by Canada in Canadian waters of the Great Lakes. 
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The requirements provided for in the proposed bill would not be applicable 
to any vessel of the United States which is required by any other act to have 
in its service and on-board pilots or other navigating officers licensed by the 
United States for navigation in the Great Lakes. 

The proposed bill would not discriminate against foreign-flag ships and need 
not conflict with treaties to which the United States is a party. 

The Department has been informed by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
is no objection to the submission of this proposal to the Congress for its 
consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM B. MacomsBer, Jr., 
Assistant Secretary. 


ANALYSIS OF DRAFT OF Proposep Britt To PROVIDE FOR CERTAIN PILOTAGE RE- 
QUIREMENTS IN THE NAVIGATION OF U.S. WATERS OF THE GREAT LAKES, AND 
FoR OTHER PURPOSES 


The general purposes and chief effects of the proposed bill would be (@) to 
establish pilotage requirements for vessels operating on ocean routes into the 
Great Lakes when navigating U.S. waters of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence 
River; (b) to provide a basis for a regulated pilotage system for meeting the 
above-mentioned requirements; (¢) to provide a basis for coordination with 
Canada in pilotage arrangements on the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River as 
far east as St. Regis, as well as for the reciprocal and equitable particiption by 
United States and Canadian nationals in the pilotage of vessels to which the 
proposed bill is applicable in the above-indicated waters of both countries as far 
east as St. Regis. 

Section 1 provides for the citation of the proposed act as the “Great Lakes 
Pilotage Act of 1960.” 

Section 2 defines the terms “Great Lakes,” “Secretary,” “U.S. registered pilot,” 
“Canadian registered pilot,” and “other officer” as they are used in the act. 

Section 3(a) provides for the designation by the President of the water's in 
which U.S.-registered vessels and such foreign vessels as are designated by him 
shall be required to have registered United States or Canadian pilots in their 
service for the direction of navigation, subject to the customary authority of the 
master. J0oth designations are to be made with due regard to the public in- 
terest, the effective utilization of navigable waters, marine safety, and the for- 
eign relations of the United States 

Paragraph (b) of section 3 provides that in waters not designated by the 
President under the provisions of paragraph (a) there shall be on board such 
U.S.-registered vessels and foreign vessels, a registered pilot or an officer of the 
vessel concerned who is qualified for the navigation of these undesignated 
waters. This registered pilot or officer shall be available to direct the haviga- 
tion of the vessel in such waters at the discretion of and subject to the authority 
of the master. The provisions of this paragraph would have the effect of per- 
mitting a vessel to proceed in the undesignated waters of the Great Lakes with- 
out having on board a registered pilot if an officer of the regular complement of 
the vessel concerned were qualified for the navigation of such waters and either 
licensed by the Coast Guard or certificated by the appropriate agency of Canada. 

Paragraph (c) provides that the authority of Canadian registered pilots, or 
other officers certificated by Canada, to serve in U.S. waters of the Great Lakes 
will be in effect only so long as similar authority is extended to U.S. pilots, or 
licensed officers, in Canadian waters of the Great Lakes. 

Section 4(a) provides for registration of U.S. pilots by the Secretary of Com- 
merece under such regulations as to qualifications, terms, and conditions as will 
assure adequate and efficient pilotage service, provide for equitable participation 
of U.S. pilots with Canadian pilots in the pilotage of vessels, and provide fair 
and reasonable opportunity for registration. Certain conditions for registra- 
tion are specified, including the requirement that an applicant must be the holder 
of an appropriate master’s license. 

aragraph (b) of this section provides that the Secretary of Commerce shall 
issue documentary evidence of registration to U.S.-registered pilots, which shall 
be in their possession at all times when in the service of a vessel. This evi- 
dence of registration shall describe the part or parts of the Great Lakes within 
which the holder is authorized to perform pilotage, and such description shall 
not be inconsistent with the terms of the license issued by the Coast Guard. 
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Paragraph (c) of this section contains provisions in regard to the period 
of validity of registration and the basis for the revocation and suspension of 
registration. 

Paragraph (d) authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to enter into arrange- 
ments with Canada for participation by United States and Canadian registered 
pilots on an equitable basis, and for limitations on the number of pilots to be 
registered by each country. 

Paragraph (e) provides that the Secretary of Commerce may authorize the 
formation of pools by voluntary associations of pilots to provide the facili- 
ties and arrangements necessary for rendering pilotage services required by the 
hill. ‘The Secretary is authorized to establish rules and regulations for the 
operation of pools and for the reciprocal coordination of pooling with arrange- 
ments in Canada, and the limitation of the number of pools. The auditing 
and inspection of pool operations and administration, and the prescribing of 
uniform systems of pool accounts, are also authorized. 

Section 5(a) authorizes and directs the Secretary of Commerce to establish 
the rates, charges, and any other terns for services performed by 1 gistered 
pilots. 

Paragraph (b) authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to arrange with 
Canada for the establishment of joint or identical rates, charges, and other 
terms, for services by registered pilots in the Great Lakes. 

aragraph (c) provides that the rates, charges, and other terms for pilotage 
services must be fair and equitable, giving due consideration to the public 
interest and the reasonable cost of providing such services. 

Section 6 provides that any written arrangements between the Secretary 
of Commerce and the appropriate agency of Canada under the provisions of the 
act shall be subject to the concurrence of the Secretary of State. 

Section 7(a) provides for the imposition of a civil penalty, not in excess of 
$500, on any owner, master, or person permitting the navigation of a vessel in 
violation of the provisions of section 5(a) and 3(b) of the act, or regulations 
issued pursuant thereto. The vessel is made liable for the penalty. The head of 
the department in which the Coast Guard is operating is given authority to 
enforce the provisions of this paragraph. 

Paragraph (b) is also to be enforced by the head of the department in 
which the Coast Guard is operating. This paragraph provides that any person 
who is not a registered pilot shall be subject to a civil penalty not exceeding 
&500 for each day he directs the navigation of a vessel in violation of the pro- 
visions of section 3(a) or regulations issued pursuant thereto. 

Paragraph (c) provides that a person violating any regulations issued pur- 
suant to sections 4 and 5 shall be liable in a civil penalty of $500 for each 
violation. The Secretary of Commerce is charged with enforcement of the 
provisions of this paragraph and may, upon application therefor, remit or miti- 
gate the penalty provided for in this section upon such terms as he, in his dis- 
cretion, shall think proper. (Secs. 4 and 5 specify matters in which the Secre- 
tary of Commerce has jurisdiction, and is authorized to take action or fo 
regulate in coordination with the appropriate agency of Canada.) 

Section 8 provides that notwithstanding any other provisions of the act, a 
vessel may be navigated in U.S. waters of the Great Lakes without a registered 
pilot when the Secretary of Commerce, with the concurrence of the head of the 
department in which the Coast Guard is operating, notifies the master that a 
registered pilot is not available, or when the vessel or its cargo is in distress or 
jeopardy. 

Section 9 provides in paragraph (a) that no State, municipal, or other local 
authority shall have any power to require pilots or regulate pilotage on the 
Great Lakes. 

Paragraph (b) provides that the provisions of the act shall not apply to any 
U.S. vessel which is required by any other act to have in its service pilots or 
other navigating officers licensed by the United States for the navigation of the 
Great Lakes. The effect of this paragraph is to exclude U.S. vessels of the 
“laker” category from the provisions of the act. 

Paragraph (c) of section 9 would have the effect of permitting Canadian vessels 
of the “laker” and St. Lawrence “eanaler” categories to be navigated in U.S. 
waters of the Great Lakes by their officers without a registered pilot so long 
as Canada permits enrolled vessels of the United States to be navigated in 
Canadian waters of the Great Lakes by their officers. The officers of such Cana- 
dian vessels would have to be appropriately licensed by Canada while the officers 
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of the enrolled U.S. vessels would have to hold licenses for the Great Lakes issued 
by the Coast Guard. 

"Section 10(a) authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to appoint an advisory 
committee of three members who have had practical experience in maritime 
operations. The members of the committee may be appointed or reappointed for 
terms not in excess of 5 years. 

Paragraph (b) provides that the advisory committee shall meet at the call 
of the Secretary of Commerce, and make such recommendations as are deemed 
appropriate with respect to pilotage regulations and policies. 

Paragraph (c) provides for compensation to the members of the advisory com- 
mittee, at a rate not exceeding $75 per day, when engaged in the performance 
of their duties, together with necessary travel expenses. 

Section 11(a) authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to use, with their con- 
sent, the available services, equipment, personnel, and facilities of agencies and 
instrumentalities of the Federal Government on a reimbursable basis when 
appropriate. 

-aragraph (b) authorizes the Secretary of Commerce in carrying out the fune- 
tions vested in him by the act, to place not to exceed two positions in grades 16, 
17, or 18 of the general schedule established by the Classification Act of 1949, 
such positions to be in addition to those authorized for such grades under such 
act. 

Section 12 provides that if any provision of the act is held to be invalid, the 
remainder shall still be valid. 

Section 13 provides that the act shall become effective upon the date of enact- 
ment but the pilotage provisions shall not become effective until the 1st day of 
the 4th month following the issuance of regulations pursuant thereto. The ef- 
fect of this section would be that of permitting hearings and other preparations 
for the implementation of the act to commence immediately upon the enactment 
of the proposed bill. The regulations and arrangements necessary to carry out 
the provisions of the bill could then be developed and given effect on the 1st 
day of the 4th month following the issuance of regulations. 


THE LINCOLN ELeEctric Co., 
Cleveland, Ohio, February 22, 1960. 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
(Attention : Clerk of Committee). 


GENTLEMEN: It is my understanding that a 1-day hearing has been ealled for 
10 a.m., Tuesday, February 23, for the consideration of S. 3019, the Great Lakes 
Pilotage Act of 1960. I am very much interested in the prompt passage of the 
bill as written. Inasmuch as I am not able to come to Washington on this date, 
I am transmitting 35 copies of my statement herewith. I have asked Mr. Lee C. 
Hinslea, counsel for the Shipping Federation of Canada, to represent me in any 
way which may be necessary in order that this statement may be properly filed 
with the committee. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 
ARTHUR W. Topp, 
Director, Purchase Engineering. 


STATEMENT IN Favor oF 8. 3019 


This is a statement in favor of the Great Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960 pri- 
marily on behalf of the Lincoln Flectric Co. of Cleveland, Ohio, and secondarily, 
as a matter of principle, in my capacity as assistant secretary of the Council 
of Lake Erie Ports and chairman of the Great Lakes Ports Traffic Committee. 

My name is Arthur W. Todd. I have been employed by the Lincoln Electric 
Co. for 19 years, of which period I was manager of the traffic department for 
6 years and director of purchase engineering, my present position, for 7. My 
other relevant positions are as stated. 

The Lincoln Electric Co. is an Ohio corporation, located at 22801 St. Clair 
Avenue, Cleveland, Ohio. At this address, the location of its only plant, it is 
engaged in the manufacture, sale, and distribution of electric arc-welding equip- 
ment and supplies. In the course of its business it purchases and consumes 
about 15,000 tons a year of ores which are generally obtained from foreign 











78 GREAT LAKES PILOTAGE 


Sources, and is a potential importer of larger amounts—the majority of which 
do or can move via the St. Lawrence Seaway. It also enjoys a very substantial 
sales volume and profit in various foreign operations, frequently involving the 
shipment of machinery, partially fabricated parts, and completed products to 
the extent of 10,000 tons or more per year, much of which may also move via 
the seaway. The company is thus vitally interested in safe, economical trans- 
portation via the seaway. 

The Council of Lake Erie Ports is a voluntary association of port directors, 
terminal operators, and other interested persons located on Lake Erie, joined 
together for the purpose of promoting the development of commerce to and 
from such ports via the seaway. Informal discussions at past meetings indicate 
that the members are in favor of the establishment of sound regulations and law 
with respect to pilotage on the Great Lakes. 

The Great Lakes Ports Traffic Committee is a voluntary association of the 
traffic officers of the ports and chambers of commerce of all the Great Lakes. 
It is interested among other things in measures which will preserve or increase 
the economy to shippers in movement by water over, into, and out of the Great 
Lakes. 

I have actively been engaged in the presentation of statements to the Houses 
of Congress of the United States with respect to pilotage bills since the concept 
was first introduced several years ago and have made a number of statements to 
the committees concerned, generally in opposition to the type of bill represented 
by H.R. 57. While it is not my purpose here to debate a bill not presently before 
this committee, I am obliged to observe that H.R. 57 is too rigid, too apt of an 
interpretation promoting a kind of labor monopoly of pilotage, and ultimately, 
wholly lacking in sound provisions for the certification of “safe” pilots. In con- 
trast, S. 3019 now before you has remedied these defects and included a number 
of other provisions which are constructive and helpful. 

Specifically, the advantages of this bill as to which I would like to call your 
attention are as follows: 

Section 2(c)—a “U.S. registered pilot” is defined as one having an unlimited 
master’s license. There can be no doubt of competency under this standard. 

Section 2(e) permits the identification of an officer, not a pilot, who will have 
qualification for navigation on the Great Lakes while still a member of the 
normal complement of the vessel. This obviates the use of a pilot where the 
latter is not necessary yet provides for safe operation in open waters. 

Section 3(a) permits the President from time to time to define the so-called 
congested waters without providing some inflexible standard by statute. 

Section 3(c) and elsewhere provides for compatibility with Canadian regula- 
tions. 

Section 4(a) and elsewhere avoids conflict with existing Coast Guard regula- 
tions. 

Section 4(e) provides for the formation of pilot pools to assure satisfactory 
service. 

Section 5(a) permits the Secretary to establish rates and like regulations, 
thus avoiding possible impact of “monopoly” conditions. 

Section 8 permits the waiver of pilotage under emergency conditions. 

Section 9(a) prohibits the superimposition of a system of local controls. 

Sections 9 (b) and (c) avoid conflict with existing regulations whereby U.S. 
and Canadian vessels have been operated by properly qualified navigation 
officers in the past. 

Section 10 provides for an advisory committee to assist the Secretary in the 
formulation of policy. 

These clauses have been pointed out particularly because each constitutes a 
desirable, if indeed not necessary, improvement over any previously recom- 
mended bill. 

To anticipate possible counterargument it may be urged that the pilotage 
problem should be solved by the creation of a commission by State compact, as 
has been done at various points on the seacoast. Such arrangements may be 
practical at the latter areas but would be difficult to accomplish where so many 
States are involved, where there has been a somewhat conflicting tradition in 
navigation for a hundred years, and where close cooperation is required with 
Canada on an international rather than an interprovincial level. 

It may also be urged that the rates of pilots should not be fixed by Govern- 
ment order. However, Government-set fees for pilotage are common in many 
waters, both adjacent to the United States and elsewhere. Further, there are 
enough variables chargeable to seaway operation at the present time without 
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further handicapping the operators with additional charges of unknown level. 
Pilotage charges, like tolls, should be on a predictable basis. 

I believe that the bill imposes fair and reasonable obligations upon the ves- 
sel operators in a way which will contribute to their safe operation and thus 
eventually to their economy of operation. This is a sound step in the develop- 
ment of trade on the seaway, which will inure to the benefit of the Lincoln 
Electric Co. The provisions are compatible with the principles expressed at 
other times by the Council of Lake Erie Ports and the Great Lakes Ports 
Traffic Committee—which organizations have not had time to review and vote 
on this specific measure. I urge prompt adoption of the bill as written. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ARTHUR W. Topp. 


Cuicago, ILL., February 19, 1960. 
Senator W. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Conflict in schedule prevents personal appearance at public hearing on §S. 
3019, Great Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960. In lieu thereof we hereby register our 
support of the bill as drawn which fulfills the position taken by us before you 
on S. 2096 on June 6, 1958. We respectfully ask that the record show our sup- 
port thereof through this means. 

J. S. CHARTRAND, 
Vice President, Transportation, Chicago Board of Trade. 


CuicaGo, ILt., February 19, 1960. 
Senator W. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We are heartily in favor of S. 3019, Great Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960. We 
express ourselves as importers and boosters of Chicago as a port. We wish to 
enlist your support in urging that the act be passed as drafted. 

NoRMAN R. SACKHEIM, 
President, Heads & Threads, Inc. 


LORAIN, OHIO, February 19, 1960. 
Senator W. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 
We urge passage S. 3019, Great Lakes Pilotage Act, in behalf of safe and eco- 
nomical navigation of Great Lakes and Midwest economic growth. 
F. S. Battin, 
Export Manager, Thew Shovel Co. 


CHICAGO, ILL., February 19, 1960. 
Senator W. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 
This conferences membership earnestly request your support S. 3019, entitled 
“Great Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960,” as being in best interest of all concerned 
with Midwest economic growth through world trade and providing safe and 


economical Great Lakes navigation. 
Wma. H. SMITH, 


Secretary American Great Lakes Mediterranean East Bound Freight 
Conference. 


CHICAGO, ILL., February 19, 1960. 
Senator W. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 
We refer to S. 3019, entitled “Great Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960,” now pend- 
ing, and urge its passage in the interest of safe and economical navigation of 
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the Great Lakes and the assistance its enactment will provide toward the devel- 
opments of our ports through world trade. 
INTERNATIONAL STEAMSHIP TERMINALS, INC. 


Cuicaco, ILt., February 19, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We wish to express our gratitude for your efforts to work out a good pilotage 
act for the St. Lawrence seaway and the Great Lakes. We understand that 
S. 3019, entitled “Great Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960,” is a reasonable bill. We 
therefore request your continued support in our behalf. 

NortH PIER TERMINAL Co., 
W. STANLEY HUGGE?T. 


CLEVELAND, Ount10, February 19, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Cleveland Lodge No. 4, International Ship Masters Association, is a voluntary 
association whose members are principally active merchant marine licensed 
officers sailing on the Great Lakes together with personnel closely allied to 
the Great Lakes maritime industry. Cleveland Lodge No. 4 has over 300 mem- 
bers. 

After due consideration of the proposed bill, 8. 3019, Great Lakes Pilotage Act 
of 1960, Cleveland Lodge No. 4 strongly urges that Great Lakes your consider- 
ation and support of S. 3019 will be appreciated by all the members of Cleve- 
land Lodge No. 4. 

RoMAN T. KEENEN, Secretary. 


Cnicago, ILt., February 19, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The International Trade Club of Chicago, founded 40 years ago as the Export 
Managers Club of Chicago. And numbering a membership of 700 representing 
all phases of world trade activity throughout the Middle West, urgeutly recom- 
mends early passage of bill S. 3019, Great Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960. We con- 
sider this legislation vital to safe and economical navigation on the Great Lakes 
and essential to expansion of U.S. business moving through this new trade gate- 
way to the world. 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE CLUB OF CHICAGO. 


CLEVELAND, On10, February 20, 1960. 
SENATOR W. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 
Desire passage of S. 3019, Great Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960, safe economical 
navigation on Great Lakes. 
LEDERER TERMINAL WAREHOUSE Co, 


CuHIcaao, ILL., February 22, 1960. 
SENATOR WARREN MAGNUSON, 
New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The Chicago Regional Port District, being the largest handlers of water com- 
merce in the Chicago area, wholeheartedly supports the Great Lakes Pilotage 
Act of 1960, Senate bill 3019, and is definitely opposed to pilotage on the Great 
Lakes. 

Froyp G. DANA, 
Chairman, Chicago Regional Port District. 
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CLEVELAND, On10, February 20, 1960. 
SENATOR WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
New Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

The Department of Port Control in the city of Cleveland is of the opinion that 
bill S. 3019, providing for certain pilotage requirements in the navigation of 
U.S. waters of the Great Lakes, is sound and fair. Favorable consideration of 
the bill will, in our opinion, aid navigation in the Great Lakes area. 

W. J. RoGERs, 
Director of Port Control, City of Cleveland, Ohio. 


CuicaGo, IL., February 19, 1960. 
Senator W. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 


We respectfully request your acceptance our views wholeheartedly supporting 
S. 3019, covering Great Lakes pilotage, as bill provides for safe navigation, pro- 
mote the continuing benefits of St. Lawrence Seaway through the economic 
growth of midwest through Great Lakes world trade. 


CHICAGO MARINE ASSOCIATION. 


DuLuTH, MINN., February 23, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 


On behalf of the long-shore membership in the Lake Superior area, we re- 
quest your support on Senate bill 3019, which deals with pilotage on the Great 
Lakes. The passage of this bill will solve many problems dealing with safety 
of life and property. 

Thank you. 

A. L. SLAUGHTER, 
Vice President, International Longshoremen’s Association, AFL-CIO. 


BuFFALo, N.Y., February 24, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN MAGNUSON, 


Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

We strongly urge passage of Senate bill S. 3019. We feel it provides for sen- 
sible pilotage regulations and recognizes the principle of open lake waters. 


A. P. GERSTNER, 
Executive Secretary, Buffalo World Trades Association. 


MILWAUKEE, WIs., February 22, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

Regarding Great Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960, S. 3019, our organization upon 
reviewing this billin present form feel it is equitable to all. 

Vessels operating in foreign commerce and therefore lend our support and 
endorsement for passage and approval of this bill. 

G. L. Hucksopy, 
Chairman, Great Lakes Committee, 
Milwaukee Overseas Shipping Agents Association, 
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WASHINGTON, D.C., February 23, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 


The Licensed Tugmen & Pilots Protective Association and its 16 locals operat- 
ing in the major ports and on the Great Lakes strongly protest the passage of 
any pilot bill which would authorize an agreement to license foreign pilots for 
Great Lakes waters. A pilot bill is necessary, but not one that will deprive 
Americans of their livelihood. 

No notice of this hearing was received. Kindly advise if further hearings 
will be held. 

PATRICK J. CULLNAN, Jr., 
President, Licensed Tugmen & Pilots Protective Association. 


Detroit, Micn., February 23, 1960. 
Senator PATRICK MCNAMARA, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


The Licensed Tugmen & Pilots Protective Association are opposed and protest 
the hearings on Senate bill 3019 of Senator Magnuson without notifying the 
Pilots locals on the Great Lakes, and we oppose any bill licensing foreign pilots 
to operate American ships on the Great Lakes. 

RorwertT H. HANNIGAN, 
Secretary, Local 34, Licensed Tugmen & Pilots Protective Association. 


Senator Lauscnr. The committee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 4:45 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 

(The following communications were received subsequently for in- 
clusion in the record :) 


LICENSED TUGMEN’S & PILots’ PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, 
Chicago, IUl., March 9, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: The Licensed Tugmen & Pilot’s Protective Asso- 
ciation of America, affiliated with the International Longshoremen’s Associa- 
tion, AFL-CIO, strongly opposes passage of H.R. 10593 and S. 3019. These bills 
are contrary to the best interests of this Nation, and needlessly sacrifice the 
rights and interests of American seamen. 

We respectfully urge that these bills be defeated. We would support a bill, 
however, if these minimum safeguards are incorporated : 

1. Preserving the rights of States and municipalities to enact local legisla- 
tion or ordinances to regulate pilotage in local waters. 

2. Prohibiting pilotage on the Great Lakes by any persons other than American 
or Canadian pilots. 

3. Safeguarding and guaranteeing the right of pilots to form or select unions 
of their own choosing, and to bargain collectively with employers or employer 
associations concerning rates of pay and all conditions of employment. In 
this connection the Government and any Government agencies should be for- 
bidden from interfering with the establishment of rates of pay and conditions of 
employment of pilots. 

4. Excluding Canadian pilots, except on Canadian vessels, from pilotage on 
Lake Michigan, which is an entirely American body of water, unless fully 
reciprocal rights are extended to American pilots on Canadian waters from 
St. Regis, N.Y., to Montreal, Quebec, and from Montreal to Seven Islands, Que- 
bee. At the present time Canadian law forbids pilotage by American pilots 
in these waters. In addition, Canadian immigration authorities make it diffi- 
cult or impossible for Americans to enter Canada to serve as pilots even on 
Canadian waters where Americans have nominal rights to act as pilots. 

5. All areas in which pilotage will be compulsory should be specified within 
the bill and not left for determination by any other agency than the Congress. 

6. Pilots shall be deemed qualified if they hold a master’s license from the 
U.S. Coast Guard of sufficient tonnage to cover the particular vessel. 


ra43o5 


R 


= 


1e 


GREAT LAKES PILOTAGE 83 


This union respectfully urges you to insist upon the foregoing minimum safe- 
guards in any Great Lakes pilotage laws. 
Very truly yours, 
PATRICK J, CULLNAN, Jr., President. 


Port Huron, Micu., l'ebruary 26, 1960. 
Senator PATRiIck B. MCNAMARA, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MCNAMARA: Port Huron Lodge No. 2 I.8.M.A. (International 
Shipmaster Association) would like to go on record as protesting vigorously the 
bill introduced by Senator Magnuson, of Washington, regarding pilots on the 
Great Lakes. 

This bill calls for pilots on certain waters to be designated by the President. 
We, as men who have sailed these Great Lakes and have made it our careers, 
feel that because of the crowded conditions that exist, experienced pilots are a 
prime requisite. These waters are confining because of the many crossing 
courses that represent an ever-present danger. It takes many years of prac- 
tical experience before a man is deemed capable of so great a respousibility to 
navigate and handle a vessel in these waters. By these waters, we mean the 
rivers, harbors, and lakes that constitute the Great Lakes from westerly points 
of Duluth, Minn.; Gary, Ind.; North Tonawanda, N.Y., and easterly to and 
including the St. Lawrence Seaway. Our experiences of the past year with 
foreign ships makes it an absolute necessity that these foreign ships have a 
qualified American or Canadian pilot on board at all times in these waters. 

We feel that these pilots should be men who make their livelihood on the 
Great Lakes. Because of the ever-changing condition on these waters, it is 
imperative that these pilots be aware of the constant changes. Our record 
on the Great Lakes, in regard to safety, is unparalleled in the world and it was 
because of the capabilities of our officers that so few disasters occurred with 
foreign ships last year in these Great Lakes waters. 

Another section of the proposed bill we protest, is the setting of rates, changes, 
and other terms of service performed by registered pilots. This we feel would 
lead to Government control of all wages on the Great Lakes. Our services are 
of such a specialized nature that a setting of these rates would not be fair to 
the men sailing these lakes. 

There was a bill introduced by Representative Bonner, House of Representa- 
tives, bill No. 57, that the International Shipmasters’ Association has given 
its full approval. Westill are in concurrence with this bill and anything you can 
do to expedite having it enacted into law will be gratefully appreciated by 
Port Huron Lodge No. 2 I.8.M.A. 

We trust you will give this matter your full consideration. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 
I. Ray MILLAR, 
Secretary, International Shipmaster Association, Lodge No. 2. 


LAKE SUPERIOR Pitots ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Duluth, Minn., February 29, 1960. 
Re S. 3019. 
Senator WARREN MAGNUSON, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: The subject of Great Lakes pilotage has properly 
received a great deal of attention in Washington and on the Great Lakes. Un- 
fortunately the time was extremely limited when the hearing was held on 
S. 3019. Accordingly, and as briefly as I am able, I would like to explain the 
nature of this organization and the position which we take on this legislation. 

Lake Superior Pilots Association, Ine., is a Minnesota organization which 
handled piloting at all points between DeTour, Mich., and Duluth-Superior 
during the 1959 navigation seasons. Using a base at DeTour we provided 
pilots for the St. Marys River and the locks at Sault Ste. Marie. Vesse!s then 
proceeded on their own to harbors where we provided other pilots to meet 











84 


GREAT LAKES PILOTAGE 











































them and bring them snfely to berth. I believe this is the only American 
pilots association which assisted in the navigation of salt-water vessels last 
year. We have since spent quite a bit of time, money and effort getting ready 
to handle this pilotage during 1960. 

Naturally, we have an interest in the above legislation. 

There are two proposals now under consideration. The first H.R. 57, the 
Bonner bill, would require pilots aboard ship at all times during navigation 
on the Great Lakes. The second, S. 3019, would provide certain minitum 
standards of personiel and equipment for the issuance of a certificate which 
would permit a vessel to sail on the open waters and then require that pilots 
be taken aboard to assist and direct that vessel through certain areas of diffi- 
cult navigation. 

Together with the State Department, Coast Guard, the Department of Com- 
merce, and a number of others, we are in support of 8. 3019. 

It is our opinion that enactment of the Bonner bill would: 

(1) Put the American pilot associations out of business. 
(2) Raise a cost barrier which would impair the usage of the St. Law- 
rence Seaway. 
without making any significant contribution to the safety of navigation on the 
Great Lakes. 

Attending the hearings on S. 3019 held by your committee on February 23, I 
was interested and amused at the position taken by opponents of this measure. 
Very carefully and in each of a series of speeches the point was made that a 
pilot or the pilot should be aboard the vessel at all times. 

Passed under the guise of a reasonable safety measure, this legislation would 
result either in the use of one pilot suffering from excessive fatigue or would 
require the hiring of three pilots on a full-time basis on every ship entering the 
Great Lakes, in order that one of them would be on duty at all times. Since the 
vessel would arrive at Montreal with a full complement of officers, this would 
require additional pay ($42.50 per day minimum) quarters and provisions for 
three additional officers who would stay aboard during the entire Great Lakes 
voyage, who would not tend watch or otherwise serve the vessel, and none of 
whom would be local experts on the difficult stretches of navigation between 
Montreal and Duluth. 

sy contrast, the provisions of S. 3019 would require expert pilots trained and 
certified for particular and difficult stretches who would make a career of assist- 
ing salt water vessels through those areas requiring specialized knowledge. 

Misunderstanding of the meaning of the word “pilot” created a great deal 
of confusion at the hearing. On the Great Lakes, under current Coast Guard 
regulations, each individual holding papers as a mate becomes ex officio and 
without any thorough inquiry into his qualifications, a “pilot.” 

Webster’s International Dictionary (2d ed., 1954) defines a “pilot” as “a 
person duly qualified and usually licensed to conduct vessels into and out of a 
port or in certain waters, often for fixed fees.” 

Certainly, a generally licensed master entrusted by the owner with responsi- 
bility for navigation all over the world—through the Caribbean Sea, Denmark 
Straits, Baltic Sea, the English Channel, Cape Horn, the Malacea Straits, the 
Coast of Africa, and the Mediterranean Sea—should be competent to handle this 
vessel in the open waters of the Great Lakes. In rivers, locks, and difficult har- 
bors this captain should receive the same assistance in our country as he 
receives abroad: namely, he should take aboard a licensed pilot, trained and 
specialized in changing conditions of the particular, limited area for which he is 
certified, and who should leave the vessel when the difficult part of the voyage is 
completed. 

It is a matter of pride to us that our requirements for the employment of a 
pilot are substantially higher than the Coast Guard standard for the issuance of 
a pilot’s license, and that while some vessels did get into trouble in restricted 
waters adjoining Lake Superior, not one of these incidents occurred when a 
pilot of this association was in charge of the vessel. 

If there is any further information you would like to have, or if the hearing 
on S. 3019 will be reopened for additional testimony, please let us know. At 
your convenience we would like to be heard. 

Yours very truly, 
ConraD M. FREDIN. 
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McCreary, HINSLEA & RAy, 
Cleveland, Ohio, February 26, 1960. 
Re S. 3019, Great Lakes pilotage. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR MaGNuson: At the hearings held last Tuesday and Wednesday 
on S. 3019, I called to the attention of Senator Lausche, who was conducting 
the hearings, and staff member, Mr. Bourbon, a statement that was not exactly 
factual in that it was stated that all enrolled vessels of the Great Lakes must 
have a complement of officers holding Coast Guard pilot licenses, 

I spoke to the Commandant about it and he agreed that diesel tugs do not 
require licensed officers or pilots. The Commandant, I understand, raised the 
question with the State Department and they are agreeable to making a few 
changes in their statement. This led me to believe that at some time in the 
future, when most of us are gone, someone might be claiming that this act did 
provide for licensing requirements for diesel tugs. I informed the Great Lakes 
Towing Co., who are our regular clients, of this possibility and they are sub- 
mitting a statement requesting an amendment, to which 1 hope the committee 
will give favorable consideration and adopt the same. 

Respectfully yours, 
LEE C. HINSLEA. 


STATEMENT OF THE GREAT LAKES TowIne Co., CLEVELAND, OHIO, REQUESTING AN 
AMENDMENT TO 8. 3019 


The Great Lakes Towing Co. operates 53 Great Lakes tugs, 46 of which are 
diesel-powered and 7 are steam-powered. All but two of the tugs operate 
as harbor tugs in all principal ports of the Great Lakes and are all under 100 
gross tons. There are two larger tugs, one of 194 gross tons and the other of 
198 gross tons, which are used for salvage work and towage on the open waters 
of the Great Lakes. All of the company’s tugs are vessels of the United States, 
licensed and enrolled for navigation on the Great Lakes. This, we might point 
out, is the same type of documentation that is given to all of the Great Lakes 
vessels. 

Although there are Coast Guard licensing requirements for personnel on 
Great Lakes steam tugs, there is no statute or regulation requiring licensed 
pilots or other licensed personnel on board the company’s diesel tugs. This also 
applies to other companies operating diesel tugs on the Great Lakes, as well as 
Atlantic coast diesel tugs and Mississippi River diesel tugs which come to the 
Great Lakes. 

It is the company’s understanding that a bill S. 3019 has been introduced to 
establish pilotage requirements for ocean vessels (.\merican registry and for- 
eign vessels) operating from ocean routes into the Great Lakes and the prob- 
lems connected therewith: that the bill is not intended to regulate vessels which 
are enrolled for coastwise trade on the Great Lakes nor regulate Canadian 
vessels engaged in Great Lakes trade. Nevertheless, we believe some question 
could conceivably arise regarding the applicability of this proposed legislation 
to the operation of this company’s and other companies’ diesel tugs. 

At a hearing held before your committee on February 23 and 24, 1960, we 
have been advised that the State Department, in presenting its statement sup- 
porting the bill, made the following statement: 

“The term ‘registered vessel of the United States’ applies to American vessels 
engaged in foreign trade, as distinguished from vessels proceeding under ‘enroll- 
ment’ when engaged in domestic trade between U.S. ports. Enreliment is also 
permitted under existing law for U.S. vessels engaged in foreign trade between 
United States and Canadian ports on the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River. 
Any enrolled vessel navigating U.S. waters of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence 
River must have a complement of officers holding Coast Guard pilot licenses for 
those waters.” 

We understand that when pointed out that the last sentence was not exactly 
factual, a change is to be made something along the following lines: 

“With a few exceptions, enrolled vessels navigating U.S. waters of the Great 
Lakes and St. Lawrence River must have a complement of officers holding Coast 
Guard pilot licenses for those waters.” 
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Under section 9, subsection (b) of S. 3019, it is provided that nothing in this 
act shall apply to any vessel of the United States which, in its navigation of 
waters to which the act is applicable, is required by any other act to have in its 
service and on board pilots or other navigating officers licensed by the United 
States for such waters. The effect of this provision would be to exclude U.S. 
vessels of the “laker” category from the coverage of the act which are now 
required by other laws to be manned by personnel who are licensed by the Coast 
Guard. It would also exclude the company’s steam tugs because of the licensing 
requirements currently in effect for such tugs. However, the diesel tugs of this 
company and others trading on the Great Lakes would not be clearly excluded 
inasmuch as there are no licensing provisions in effect for their personnel. 

In prior legislative proposals introduced before the Senate as S. 2096 and in 
the House as H.R. 7515 and H.R. 57, all vessels of less than 300 gross tons were 
excluded. This exclusion does not appear in 8S. 3019. From discussions of this 
problem with the Commandant of the Coast Guard and representatives of other 
interested departments of our Government, it is our understanding that no 
changes were contemplated in the present requirements for Great Lakes tugs, 
either steam or diesel. Therefore, in order to prevent any wrongful interpreta- 
tion in the future, it is requested that the following amendment be added to 
section 9: 

“Nothing in this act shall be construed as affecting any statutory requirement 
for licensed pilots on vessels of less than 300 gross tons.” 

This addition would certainly clarify the legislation and is identical to the 
exclusion which appeared in previously proposed legislation and would seem to 
have no objection from the Commandant of the Coast Guard or other executive 
departments. 

Respectfully submitted. 

THE GREAT LAKES TOWING Co., 
By LAURENCE C. TURNER. 


GREAT LAKES DREDGE & Dock Co., 
Chicago, Ill., March 1, 1960, 
Hon. WARREN MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, U.S. Senate, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: We enclose a statement which we wish to put in 
the record of the hearings of your committee on S. 3019. 

This company is much concerned that the bill as currently proposed without 
the 300-gross-ton exclusion which was included in earlier proposed bills might 
lead to severe and costly manning hardships on Great Lakes diesel tugs, some of 
which are as small as 17 gross tons, because by present statute they are not re- 
quired to carry licensed pilots or other licensed personnel. 

We strongly urge the amendment which we propose in our statement. 

Respectfully yours, 
BE. K. Lypon, President. 


STATEMENT OF THE GREAT LAKES DREDGE & Dock Co., CHICAGO, ILL., REQUESTING 
AN AMENDMENT TO 8S. 3019 


The Great Lakes Dredge & Dock Co. currently operates on the Great Lakes 
19 tugs, all but 1 of which are under 300 gross tons. All are vessels of the 
United States, licensed and enrolled for navigation on the Great Lakes under 
the same type of documentation that is given to all of the Great Lakes vessels. 
These tugs are engaged in the marine construction and dredging business con- 
ducted by this company as work may be available at various locations upon the 
Great Lakes, their connecting and tributary waters. 

There is no statute or regulation requiring licensed pilots or other licensed 
personnel on board these diesel tugs. 

It is the company’s understanding that a bill S. 3019 has been introduced to 
establish pilotage requirements for ocean vessels (American registry and foreign 
vessels) operating from ocean routes into the Great Lakes and the problems con- 
nected therewith: that the bill is not intended to regulate vessels which are en- 
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rolled for coastwise trade on the Great Lakes nor regulate Canadian vessels 
engaged in Great Lakes trade. Nevertheless, we believe some question could 
conceivably arise regarding the applicability of this proposed legislation to the 
operation of this company’s and other companies’ diesel tugs. 

At a hearing held before your committee on February 23 and 24, 1960, we 
have been advised that the State Department, in presenting its statement sup- 
porting the bill, made the following statement : 

“The term ‘registered vessel of the United States’ applies to American ves- 
sels engaged in foreign trade, as distinguished from vessels proceeding under 
‘enrollment’ when engaged in domestic trade between U.S. ports. Enrollment 
is also permitted under existing law for U.S. vessels engaged in foreign trade 
between United States and Canadian ports on the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence 
River. Any enrolled vessel navigating U.S. waters of the Great Lakes and 
St. Lawrence River must have a complement of officers holding Coast Guard 
pilot licenses for those waters.” 

We understand that when pointed out that the last sentence was not exactly 
factual, a change is to be made something along the following lines: 

“With a few exceptions, enrolled vessels navigating U.S. waters of the Great 
Lakes and St. Lawrence River must have a complement of officers holding Coast 
Guard pilot licenses for those waters.” 

Under section 9, subsection (b) of S. 3019, it is provided that nothing in 
this act shall apply to any vessel of the United States which, in its navigation of 
waters to which the act is applicable, is required by any other act to have in its 
service and on board pilots or other navigating officers licensed by the United 
States for such waters. The effect of this provision would be to exclude U.S. 
vessels of the “laker’” category from the coverage of the act which are now re- 
quired by other laws to be manned by personnel who are licensed by the Coast 
Guard. However, the diesel tugs of this company and others trading on the 
Great Lakes would not be clearly excluded inasmuch as there are no licensing pro- 
visions in effect for their personnel. 

In prior legislative proposals introduced before the Senate as 8S. 2096 and in 
the House as H.R. 7515 and H.R. 57, all vessels of less than 300 gross tons were 
excluded. This exclusion does not appear in 8S. 3019. From discussions of this 
problem with the Commandant of the Coast Guard and representatives of other in- 
terested departments of our Government, it is our understanding that no changes 
were contemplated in the present requirements for Great Lakes tugs, either steam 
or diesel. Therefore, in order to prevent any wrongful interpretation in the 
future, it is requested that the following amendment be added to section 9: 

“Nothing in this act shall be construed as affecting any statutory requirement 
for licensed pilots on vessels of less than 300 gross tons.” 

This addition would certainly clairfy the legislation and is identical to the ex- 
clusion which appeared in previously proposed legislation and would seem to have 
no objection from the Commandant of the Coast Guard or other executive de- 
partments. 

Respectfully submitted. 

GREAT LAKES DREDGE & Dock C 
By E. K. Lyvon, President. 


BUFFALO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


February 25, 1969. 
Hon WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: We enclose our policy statement on the Great Lakes 
Pilotage Act of 1960. 

We are convinced that enactment of this bill (S. 3019) is of great importance 
to business, industry and shipping interests of the western New York area. 

Your comments on our position will be appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES C. FICHTNER, 
Executive Vice President. 
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STATEMENT ON USE OF LICENSED PILOTS ON FOREIGN VESSELS. OPERATING ON THE 
GREAT LAKES (S. 3019), By BUFFALO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


The Great Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960 as set forth in S. 3019 is a far more 
realistic measure than the bills which have been introduced in previous sessions 
of the Congress. We endorse the prompt enactment of this bill. 

If St. Lawrence-Great Lakes Seaway commerce is to prosper, it is essential 
that all unnecessary restrictions and costly regulations be eliminated in order 
that profitable operations may be carried on while the vast inland population of 
the United States is efficientiy and economically served by the new waterway. 

The Buffalo Chamber of Commerce urged modification of the bills introduced 
in 1958 and 1959 in the belief that they were unduly severe and very costly in 
requiring that United States or Canadian pilots be used on foreign vessels during 
their entire operation in Great Lakes waters, connecting channels and tributary 
waters. 

Passage of the present proposal limiting United States or Canadian pilotage 
requirements to dangerous sections of lake and seaway waters will recognize the 
capability of qualified masters of foreign-flag ships and will remove the potential 
danger of enactment of conflicting legislation by separate States bordering the 
Great Lakes. 

We believe that every effort should be made to reduce costs and speed up traffie 
on this important waterway. 


CLEVELAND, Onto, March 7, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 
We recommend passage of bill S. 3019 covering pilotage on the Great Lakes. 
JAS R. CARMAN, 
Chairman, Lakes Overseas Vessel Agents Committee, Cleveland, Ohio. 


CLEVELAND, Onto, March 7, 1960. 
CHAIRMAN, INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 
Earnestly request support S. 3019 concerning safe navigation on Great Lakes. 
CLEVELAND WorLD TRADE ASSOCIATION. 


THE CLEVELAND TRENCHER Co., 
Cleveland, Ohio, March 8, 1960. 
CHAIRMAN, SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Str: We are greatly interested in any legislation concerning the Great 
Lakes. 
We hereby request passage of compromise bill 8S. 3019. Thanking you for 
your consideration, we remain, 
Very truly yours, 
E. J. KYseva, Export Manager. 


THe Arco Co., 
Cleveland, Ohio, March 9, 1960. 
Hon. W. G. MAGnvson, 
Representative WILLIAM BONNER, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: We recommend the passage of bill S. 3019 concerning pilotage 
on the Great Lakes. 
Sincerely yours, 


rye 7 , ° ’ 4 . 
lr. N. Rapv, Foreign Sales Manager. 
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STATEMENT oF THE MERRITY-CHAPMAN & Scorr CORP., CLEVELAND, OHIO, 
REQUESTING AN AMENDMENT ro S. 38019 


The Merritt-Chapman & Scott Corp. has Stationed and operates 18 tugs on 
the Great Lakes, 16 of these being diesel powered, and 2 steam powered. These 
tugs operate in various ports on the Great Lakes and tributary waters, depend- 
ing on the location of construction projects. They are of Varying tonnage — 
13 under 100 gross tons and 5 ranging from 125 to 1S0 gross tons. All Merritt- 
Chapman & Scott Corp. tugs are ULS. vessels, licensed and enrolled for naviga- 
tion on the Great Lakes. Documentation is the same type as is given to all 
Great Lakes vessels. 

There is no Statute or regulation requiring licensed pilots or other licensed 
personnel on board the company’s diesel tugs : however, the Coast Guard license 
requirement does apply to personnel employed on steam tugs on the Great 
Lakes. his is also true of other operators of diesel tugs on the Great Lakes, 
as well as the Atlantic coast and Mississippi River diesel tugs which frequently 
ply the Great Lakes waters. 

It is the colupany’s understanding that a bill, S. 3019 has been introduced to 
establish pilotage requirements for ocean vessels (American registry and foreign 
vessels) operating from ocean routes into the Great Lakes and the problems 
connected therewith: that the bill is not intended to regulate vessels which 
are cnrolled for coastwise trade on the Great Lakes hor regulate Canadian 
Vessels engaged in Great Lakes trade. Nevertheless, we believe some question 
could conceivably arise regarding the applicability of this proposed legislation 
to the operation of this company’s and other companies’ diesel tugs. 

At a hearing held before your committee on February 23 and 24, 1960, we 
have been advised that the State Department, in presenting its statement sup- 
porting the bill, made the following Statement : 

“The term ‘Tegistered vessel of the United States’ applies to American vessels 
engaged in foreign trade, as distinguished from vessels proceeding under ‘enroll- 
ment’ when engaged in domestic trade between U.S. ports. Enrollment is also 
permitted under existing law for U.S. vessels engaged in foreign trade between 
United States and Canadian ports on the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River. 
Any enrolled vessel navigating U.S. waters of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence 
River must have a complement of officers holding Coast Guard pilot licenses 
for those waters.” 

We understand that when pointed out that the last sentence was not exactly 
factual, a change is to be nade something along the following lines: 

“With a few exceptions, enrolled Vessels navigating U.S. waters of the Great 
Lakes and St. Lawrence River must have a complement of officers holding Coast 
Guard pilot licenses for those Waters.” 

Under section % subsection (b) of S. 3019, it is provided that nothing in 
this act shal] apply to any vessel of the United States which, in its navigation 
of waters to Which the act is applicable, is required by any other act to have in 
its service and on board pilots or other navigating officers licensed by the United 
States for such waters. The effect of this provision would be to exclude U.S. 
vessels of the “laker”’ category from the coverage of the act which are now re- 
quired by other laws to be manned by personne] who are licensed by the Coast 
Guard. It would also exclude the company’s steam tugs because of the licens- 
ing requirements currently in effect for such tugs. However, the diesel tugs of 
this company and others trading on the Great Lakes would not be clearly ex- 
cluded inasmuch as there are no licensing provisions in effect for their personnel, 

In prior legislative proposals introduced before the Senate as S. 2096 and in 
the House as H.R. 7515 and H.R. 57, all vessels of less than 300 gross tons were 
excluded. Thig exclusion does not appear in S. 3019. From discussions of this 
problem with the Commandant of the Coast Guard and representatives of other 
interested departments of our Government, it is our understanding that no 
changes were contemplated in the present requirements for Great Lakes tugs, 
either steam or diesel, Therefore, in order to prevent any wrongful interpreta- 
tion in the future, it is requested that the following amendment be added to 
section 9: 


“Nothing in this act shall be eonstrued as affecting any statutory requirement 
for licensed pilots on vessels of less than 300 SToss tons.” 
Respectfully submitted. 


SHERMAN H. SERRE, Vice President. 
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STATEMENT BY CAPT. ANDREW MYSLAKOWSKI, BAYSIDE, N.Y. 


My name is Andrew Myslakowski, U.S. citizen (naturalized), age 42. I am 
an ex-Suez Canal pilot and I have been employed as such from September 1956 
to the beginning of 1959. I left the service of Suez Canal Authority due to the 
persistent violating of the spirit and letter of contracts by the said authority, and 
generally hostile and unfair attitude on the part of Egyptian authorities toward 
American pilots. 

I spent the navigational season of 1959 in the seaway as an observer pilot 
and passed the examination for pilotage on the St. Lawrence River between 
St. Regis and Cape Vincent, before U.S. Coast Guard. 

I am a member of a pilot group affiliated with International Organization of 
Masters, Mates, and Pilots, Inc. 

I respectfully suggest to the committee a change in the proposed bill S. 3019, 
which would in no way alter its essence or any major provisions. 

In section 2, paragraph (c), line 3, after the words “unlimited master’s 
license” insert ‘or chief mate’s license, providing that such person has had at 
least 2 years’ pilot’s experience in Panama or Suez Canals.” 

In the way of explanation, I would like to point out that in both Panama and 
Suez Canals the unlimited master’s license for pilots is mandatory. 

I am the holder of U.S. chief mate’s license and also unlimited master’s license, 
issued by the Polish Government-in-exile in London as of 1946. 

I graduated from the Merchant Marine Academy in Poland in 1938, and ever 
since have been working in the trade. I have been hired by the Suez Canal on 
the basis of my foreign master’s license, which is however invalid in the case 
ef present legislation. 

The experience since the opening of seaway indicates that much of the 
“trouble” in connection with the transit of “salt water’ ships, has been in the 
locks. 

I would like to quote Mr. Miles F. York, president of American Institute of 
Marine Underwriters, who discussed the problems of marine insurance on the 
46th National Foreign Trade Convention: 

“Nevertheless, as the first season of operation (St. Lawrence Seaway) comes 
to a close, marine underwriters are nursing many wounds.” He cited a recent 
experience extracted from the underwriters daily casualty bulletin. 

“A ship on voyage from Hamilton to South American ports via Montreal 
struck her portside entering Iroquois lock, doing slight damage to shell plating; 
subsequently on the same date her starboard side came in contact with the Snell 
lock causing slight damage, and on the same date on departure from Beauharnois 
lower lock her port quarter deck struck the lock sustaining further damage.” 

“The same daily bulletin recorded casualties to 10 other ships in the Great 
Lakes, the seaway, and the St. Lawrence River,” he continued. 

I am quoting Mr. York in order to show that ability of “ship handling” or 
maneuvering in confined waters is of paramount importance. This ability of 
handling a ship comes with the experience not only on one ship or any one type 
of ship, but on many, of different construction, power, tonnage, and draft condi- 
tions. A master of an ocean ship generally brings her from “pilot to pilot,” 
and leaves the handling in restricted waters, and docking to a pilot. This is a 
prevailing practice in the majority of world ports and major international 
waterways. 

My own experience as a pilot in the Suez Canal, and Port Said docking pilot, 
is large and diversified. I acquired it by piloting literally hundreds of ships 
of all description, up to 18,000 tons gross and 33 feet draft. 

However the wording of the bill S. 3019 if enacted in the present form would 
eliminate one of the very few American pilots in the seaway, who has had this 
kind of experience, which certainly is not the intention of this bill. 

I hope that someone of the committee members will sponsor this small amend- 
ment. It would save the right to work of a deserving individual, and at the 
same time contribute in a small way toward efficient operation of the seaway. 

I would like to point out that the present Canadian minimum requirement for 
St. Lawrence River is chief mate’s license, and many such pilots are employed 
on St. Regis Cape Vincent section as registered pilots under full approval of 
Canadian Ministry of Transport. 


| 
| 
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(The comments from the Government agencies follow :) 


U.S. Crivit SERVICE COMMISSION, 


Washington, D.C., March 16, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: In reviewing S. 3019, a bill to provide for certain 
pilotage requirements in the navigation of U.S. waters of the Great Lakes, and 
for other purposes, introduced by yourself and referred to your committee, we 
note that section 11(b) provides as follows: 

“(b) In carrying out the functions vested in him by this Act, the Secretary, 
subject to the standards and procedures of section 505 of the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, is authorized to place not to exceed two positions in grade 
16, 17, or 18 of the general schedule established by such Act. Such positions shall 
be in addition to the number of positions authorized to be placed in such grades 
by such section 505.” 

We are interested in this section because it relates to the Commission's re- 
sponsibilities for placing positions in grades GS-16, 17, and 18 and for determin- 
ing the qualifications of the proposed appointees to such positions under the pro- 
visions of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended. 

Section 11(b) authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to place not to exceed two 
positions in grade GS-16, 17, or 18 in addition to the number of positions cur- 
rently authorized to be placed in such grades by section 505 of the Classification 
Act. This authority may only be exercised subject to the standards and pro- 
cedures of such section 505 which, in pertinent part, provides that— 

1. “No position shall be placed in grades 16, 17, or 18 of the general schedule 
except by action of, or after prior approval by, a majority of the Civil Service 
Commissioners. 


2. “Appointments to positions in grades 16, 17, and 18 of the general schedule 


shall be made only upon approval by the Civil Service Commission of the qualifi- 
cations of the proposed appointees * * *.” 

Thus, section 11(b) requires the Civil Service Commission to evaluate the 
duties, responsibilities, and qualification requirements of the two positions (as 
well as the qualifications of proposed appointees) to determine whether they 
warrant allocation to grade GS-16, 17, or 18. It would not, however, require 
that the Commission allocate the two positions to any one of these grades unless 
such action is appropriate under the standards and grade definitions in the 
Classification Act. 

We are particularly anxious that the meaning of the language of section 11(b) 
be clearly understood by the committee so that no question will arise as to its 
interpretation if the section as drafted is enacted into law. 

We will be glad to answer any questions your committee or your committee 
staff members may have about the provision discussed in this letter. 

Sincerely yours, 


Rocer W. Jones, Chairman. 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 


Washington, D.C., February 29, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request of February 12, 1960, 
for the views of the Department of Commerce on S. 3019, a bill to provide for 
certain pilotage requirements in the navigation of U.S. waters of the Great 
Lakes, and for other purposes. 

The Department is of the view that S. 3019, if enacted, would provide a sound 
basis for regulating pilotage on the waters concerned. 

Until recent years, there has been no great urgency in the need for Federal 
legislation regulating pilotage on the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River as the 
requirements of navigation have been satisfied by qualified personnel licensed by 
the U.S. Coast Guard or by the appropriate Canadian agency. However, the 
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improvement of the St. Lawrence Seaway, accompanied by a tremendous upsurge 
in its use by oceangoing vessels, has resulted in an urgent need for sound and 
comprehensive legislation to assure the continued safety of navigation on these 
waters, consistent with equitable pilotage requirements of the users of such 
waters. 

There is presently before Congress a bill (H.R. 57) providing for compulsory 
pilotage on the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River. The Department, as indicated 
in our letter to the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, dated 
April 1, 1959, and in subsequent testimony before the Subcommittee on the 
Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and Navigation, of the House Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee, did not favor passage of H.R. 57. 

The Department of Commerce did not support H.R. 57 primarily because it 
was of the view that pilotage on these waters should be closely coordinated be 
tween the United States and Canada so that regulations imposed by this country 
would not be inconsistent with those of Canada. H.R. 57, if enacted into law 
as reported to the House of Representatives, would not have accomplished this 
purpose. 

In order to overcome the objections to H.R. 57, and to arrive at an administra- 
tion position respecting pilotage on the Great Lakes, the Departments of State, 
Commerce, and Treasury formulated the provisions of 8. 3019. 

The Department of Commerce, therefore, recommends enactment of S. 5019. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that it would interpose no objection 
to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Pniuip A. Ray, 
Under Secretary of Commerce. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 
Washington, D.C... March 18, 1960 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of February 
12, 1960, acknowledged on February 15, requesting the comments of the General 
Accounting Office concerning S. 3019, S6th Congress, 2d session, entitled “A bill 
to provide for certain pilotage requirements in the navigation of U.S. waters of 
the Great Lakes, and for other purposes.” 

We have no special information or knowledge as to the need for or desirability 
of the proposed legislation and, therefore, we make no recommendation with 
respect to its enactment. However, we suggest that the Congress may wish to 
consider the advisability of authorizing the President to exempt U.S.-registered 
vessels where good cause appears, in order that the requirements for U.S. and 
foreign vessels may be on a comparable basis. We note that the word “pro 
vided” appearing in the title of the bill and on page 4, line 6, should be “provide.” 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United State 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAT. 
March 30, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letter of February 12, 1960, 
requesting the views of the Department of Justice with respect to S. 38019. a bill 
to provide for certain pilotage requirements in the navigation of U.S. waters of 
the Great Lakes, and for other purposes. 

This will would (1) establish pilotage requirements for vessels operating in 
designated U.S. waters of the Great Lakes, including part of the St. Lawrence 
River; (2) provide a basis for a regulated pilotage system for meeting the above 
requirements; and (8) provide a basis for coordination with Canada in pilotage 
arrangements on these waters, as well as for the reciprocal and equitable par- 
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ticipation by U.S. and Canadian nationals in the pilotage of vessels to which the 
pill is applicable. 

The subject matter of this legislation is not a matter in which the Department 
has primary responsibility and accordingly we make no recommendation as to 
the enactment of this bill. However, the Department would like to point out that 
although the language of the bill does not so state, it is assumed that there is no 
apparent intention to have the U.S. registered pilots considered as employees of 
the United States for whose acts the United States or the pilotage pool might 
be liable. 

Further, it is suggested that the first sentence of section TA be amended to 
substitute the word “thereof” for the last three words “of the violation”. This 
amendment would avoid the argument that the district court must have jurisdic- 
tion of the act as well as physical jurisdicion over the vessel. This issue had 
heretofore been resolved with respect to the “Liabilities of Pilots”, i.e., section 
412. title 33, United States Code, and the amendment would conform to the 
language of that section. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
LAWRENCE E, WALSH, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


Sr. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, 
Vassena, N.Y., March 28, 1960. 
Hlon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Forcign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter refers to your letter of February 12, 1960, 


requesting the comments of this agency on 8. 3019, a bill to provide for certain 
pilotage requirements in the navigation of U.S. waters of the Great Lakes, and 
for other purposes. 

Your letter was received by us on February 19, 1960, and representatives 
of the Corporation attended the hearings scheduled on February 23. By reason 
of such attendance and our inadvertence, we have been delayed in responding to 
your request for a report on S. 3019. 

This is to inform you that this agency was consulted in the drafting of S. 5019 
and aided and assisted in its preparation. We are familiar with the report 
which was made on this bill by the Department of Commerce contained in its 
letter of February 29, 1960, and we concur in the favorable report presented 
by that Department. 

Sincerely yours, 
Lewis G. CAstLe, Administrator. 


STATE DEPARTMENT, 
January 18, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman. Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate. 


Dear SENATOR MAGNUSON: Reference is made to H.R. 57, a bill to provide for 
pilots on certain vessels navigating waters of the Great Lakes, and for other 
purposes, which was submitted on August 6, 1959, to the House of Represent- 
atives by the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. You will recall 
that the bill, as reported on August 6, included an amendment which proposed 
the formation of a joint commission by Canada and the United States for the 
purpose of conducting a staff study on pilotage. 

The amended bill has been the subject of an aide-memoire from the Canadian 
Imbassy, dated September 11, 1959. For reasons stated in the aide-memoire, a 
copy of which is enclosed, the Canadian Government considered it would be 
unable to participate in a commission such as that envisaged under the provi- 
sions of H.R. 57, as amended. 

Faced with an interim period before the Congress could resume its considera- 
tion of the pilotage bill, it was considered that further efforts should be made 
to clarify and possibly resolve the several outstanding issues. The Department 








94 GREAT LAKES PILOTAGE 


believed that to do so would be in accord with an expressed desire of the Senate 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and the spirit of the amendment 
to H.R. 57 proposed by the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. Ac- 
cordingly, the Department of State entered into collaboration with other in- 
terested departments and agencies of our Government in an effort to develop a 
draft proposal for a bill that would provide a basis for a system of Great Lakes 
pilotage which could be conducted in coordination with a Canadian system. Dis- 
cussions were also held with representatives of the Canadian Government and 
have resulted in a meeting of minds on provisions for this purpose. 

These interdepartmental activities have progressed to the point where it is 
expected that a draft of such a proposed bill can be made available shortly in 
the hope that it will contribute to a possible solution of basic problems that have 
arisen in regard to the Great Lakes pilotage situation. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM B. MACOMBER, Jr.. 
Assistant Secretary. 
AIDE MEMOIRE 


WASHINGTON, D.C., September 11, 1959. 

In an aide memoire dated May 16, the Canadian Government set forth its view 
on proposals then before Congress in a bill entitled “H.R. 57,” aimed at estab 
lishing a compulsory pilotage regime for the waters of the Great Lakes. Since 
that time, but without altering the open waters compulsory pilotage feature, 
amendments have been added to the bill designed to create a joint commission 
composed of Canadian and United States representatives and charged with 
studying and making reconimendations to the Canadian and United States Goy 
ernments on the problems arising from increased traffic on the Great Lakes. 
While not opposing the creation of an International Pilotage Commission or au 
thority, the Canadian Government considers that the membership of any such 
body should be more broadly based than that envisaged in the recent amendment 
to H.R. 57 and that in any event, if created, it should be empowered to establish 
and operate or control the operations of a pilotage system for the Great Lakes 
and its interconnecting channels which would take into account matters affect- 
ing shipping on both sides of the border as well as those affecting the trained 
pilotage personnel in the two countries. 

Although the exact status of the various amendments to H.R. 57 is not known 
to the Canadian Government, it appears that the most recent amendment would 
have the effect of predetermining a number of issues before any joint pilotage 
commission or authority can be established. The Canadian Government would 
be unable to participate in a commission required to carry out its duties under 
such circumstances and, therefore, as indicated in its earlier aide memoire of 
May 16, would welcome the opportunity to have further discussions on this 
matter with the appropriate U.S. authorities. 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, March 31, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to the request to your committee 
for the comments of this Department on 8S. 3019, to provide for certain pilotage 
requirements in the navigation of U.S. waters of the Great Lakes, and for 
other purposes. 

The bill would provide that registered vessels of the United States and desig- 
nated foreign vessels be navigated by registered pilots while in designated U.S. 
waters of the Great Lakes and have registered pilots or other qualified officers 
on board and available to direct their navigation at the discretion of the master 
while in other U.S. waters of the Great Lakes. Canadian registered pilots and 
other officers would be permitted to navigate vessels in U.S. waters so long as 
Canada reciprocates in regard to navigation of Canadian waters of the Great 
Lakes by U.S. registered pilots and other officers. The bill would also provide 
for regulation by the Secretary of Commerce of registered pilots, except with 
respect to their licenses as issued by the Coast Guard, and of rates, charges, and 
other conditions for pilotage services on the Great Lakes. 
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There is at present no statutory requirement for compulsory pilotage of regis- 
tered vessels of the United States or foreign vessels navigating U.S. waters of 
the Great Lakes. The number of foreign vessels using these waters increases 
with each navigation season. A substantial increase occurred following com- 
pletion of the St. Lawrence Seaway. It is imperative in the interest of mari- 
time safety that such vessels be required by law to have qualified navigating 
personnel while in these waters. 8S. 3019 would provide a solution to this 
problem. 

However, it is recommended that subsections 7 (a) and (b) be revised in 
order to make it clear that the penalties therein set forth relate to specific pro- 
hibited acts or omissions by persons charged with certain responsibilities rather 
than, as presently provided in the subsections, to violations of the duties im- 
posed on vessels pursuant to the general language contained in subsections 3 (a) 
and (b). There is attached a suggested revision that is designed to accom- 
plish that purpose. 

Subject to the consideration of the suggested revision, the Treasury Depart- 
ment favors enactment of S. 3019 insofar as it relates to functions to be per- 
formed by the Coast Guard. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Very truly yours, 
A. GILMORE FLUEs, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury 


REVISED SUBSECTIONS 7(a) AND 7(b) 


Sec. 7. (a) Any owner, master or person in charge of a vessel subject to this 
Act who permits the navigation of the vessel by a person not a registered pilot 
in the waters designated by the President pursuant to section 3(a) of this 
Act or who permits the navigation of the vessel without having on board a 
registered pilot or other officer in the waters described in section 3(b) of this 
Act shall be liable to the United States in a civil penalty not exceeding $500 for 
each violation, for which sum the vessel shall be liable and may be seized and 
proceeded against by way of libel in any district court of the United States hav- 
ing jurisdiction of the violation. Each day the vessel shall be so navigated shall 
constitute a separate violation. This subsection shall be enforced by the head 
of the Department in which the Cosat Guard is operating. 

(b) Any person not a registered pilot who directs the navigation of a vessel 
subject to this Act in the waters designated by the President pursuant to sec- 
tion 8(a) of this Act shall be subject to a civil penalty in an amount not exceed- 
ing $500 for each violation. Each day such person so directs the navigation of 
the vessel shall constitute a separate violation. This subsection shall be en- 
forced by the head of the Department in which the Coast Guard is operating. 
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